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CURRENT TOPICS. 


TuEre wAs a meeting of the Rule Committee on Wednesday, 
but there is no news of any progress with the revised rules. 





Tux Lorp Ohief Justice, according to the 7imes, made some 
drastic observations on Wednesday on the style of pleading now 
— in the Queen’s Bench Division. He is reported 

ve said that “ pleadings were drawn, in which 
sinuosities of the statement of claim gave rise 
denials in the defence, and the result was that 


of printed matter See a 
examples of the ‘Court Gamay.” 





i Corporations 
metropolitan area. The statu’ 
ions is contained in Part Haske 
being an Order in Council made upon 
ition of the inhabitant householders “ of an 
or district in England, or of any of those inhabitants.” 
words are obviously wide enough to include London districts, 
nor is there any other in the Act its 
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d or Ireland (section 1 
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Municipal Corporations Act, 1882, such charters may be granted 
by the common law prerogative of the Orown, and nothing in 
that Act is to affect the prerogative ; its enabling provisions are 
in fact “in addition to and not in derogation of the powers 
exercisable by her Majesty by virtue of her royal prerogative.” 
So that, so far as the legal aspect of the case is concerned, the 
London parishes which desire to become municipalities seem to be 
upon firm ground. 





Constmpzrtne the vastness of the interests entrusted to the 
Railway Commission, it is important that the decisions of that 
tribunal should inspire confidence, and it is to be regretted, 
therefore, that the recent coal traffic cases should have been 
marked by such singular differences of opinion among the 
Commissioners. In October, 1895, the Commission had to 
decide, on an application by Messrs. Rickert, Surru, & Oo. 
— the Midland Railway Co., whether an indirect increase 

rates to the extent of 33d. a ton on the carriage of coal from 
Yorkshire to London was reasonable within the meaning of 
section 1, sub-section (1), of the Railway and Canal Traffic Act, 
1894 (57 & 58 Vict. c. 54). The increase was actually caused by the 
railway company ceasing to carry 2lewt. to the ton, as formerly, 
and allowing instead 2cwt. a truck for wastage. Thus, to a 
truck of eight tons they carried only 162cwt. instead of 168cwt. 
The increase they justified on the ground of increase in work- 
ing expenses, and they carried Corts, J., with them, but the 
lay members of the tribunal (Sir F. Pzzt and Lord Cosnam) 
took a different view of the figures, and held that the proved 
increase of expenditure did not justify an increase of rate 
beyond 2d. a ton, The amount involved appears from the fact 
that the mineral traffic of the line is some twenty million tons 
per annum, The railway company sought to give effect to the 
decision of the majority of the court by carrying 20}cwt. to the 
ton; but the same question has been raised once more before 
the Commission in South Yorkshire Coal Owners’ Assurance Society 
v. Midland Railway Co., and an attempt has been made by the 
coal traders to shew that this lower increase of rate is still exces- 
sive. This time Oox1ins, J., is again with the railway com- 
pany, and he has Lord Cosa on his side; but Sir F. Pzer 
gives a different effect to the figures, and holds that the 
indirect increase is not justified. Of course it is nothing new 
to have a tribunal sharply divided in opinion, and it may be 
that matters of account give as good a ground for divergence 
as matters of law. At the same time it seems to be essential 
to the efficiency of the Railway Commission that it should be 
able to deal with complicated figures with some approach to 
unanimity, and in this respect it is hardly establishing a satis- 
factory record. 


ONE OF THE most useful judgments of recent times with regard 
to the priority of mortgages of real estate is that delivered by 
Fay, L.J., on behalf of Corroy and Bowen, L.JJ., and himself, 
in Northern Counties Fire Insurance Co. v. Whipp (26 Oh, D. 482). 
Previous to that decision it was a possible opinion that mere 
negligence on the part of a prior mortgagee in obtaining or in 
keeping the title deeds was sufficient to postpone him to a sub- 
sequent mortgagee who had advanced his money on the stre: 
of the deeds. It is true that the cases which countenanced thi 
opinion required the negligence to be excessive, speaking of it 
as negligence so gross as to be tantamount to fraud ; but fraud 
in courts of equity is an elastic term, and for practical purposes 
it was negligence and not fraud which endangered the legal 

6 security. The judgment delivered by Fry, L.J., 
however, definitely deprived mere negligence of this effect, and 
insisted that it is only in the case of d by the legal mort- 
or his agent, or connivance at fraud, that his security will 

med. Failure to Tmqiire Yor of to keep the title deeds 
may still be evidence of fraud or connivance unless otherwise 
explained, but it is hardly conceivable that an honest mortgagee 
cannot offer adequate explanation. These principles have 
enabled the Court of Appeal recently to decide the case of 
Garside v. Liverpool Ratlway Building Society in favour of 
the defendants, who were first mortgagees. In February, 
1890, their solicitor mortgaged to them a house which he 
held under a conveyance of January, 1880. Under the rules of 


keys, each in separate custody. But the rule was a counsel of 

rfection too good for everyday use, and it had fallen into 

esuetude. The deeds remained with the mortgagor till 
November, 1890, and then, u the society calling for them, 
the mortgage deed was handed over and with it a forged deed 
to represent the conveyance of January, 1880. In the meantime 
the real conveyance had been used for the purpose of effecting 
another mo: , ostensibly legal. Being, however, subse- 
quent in point of date, it of course ranked asa second mortgage, 
and in that position the Court of Appeal have left it. Whatever 
criticism might pt on the conduct of the society in not 
getting in the deeds constituting their security earlier, there 
was no suggestion that they had assisted or connived at the 
mortgagor’s fraud; and in accordance with the decision in 
Northern Counties Fire Insurance Co. v. Whipp there was no ground 


for postponing their legal mortgage. 





Tue supGment of the Lord Chief Justice in the case of Jones 
v. German (45 W. R. 112; 1896, 2 Q. B. 418) has now Been 
affirmed by the Oourt of Appeal (ante, p. 240), and is a decision 


( ick. 6. gives a justice power to grant a search 
warrant, ‘‘as in the case of stolen ” where an informa- 
tion is sworn that there is reasonable cause to suspect that any 
person has in his possession goods obtained by any means 
which are an offence under the Act. In the opinion of Lord 
RvssEtx, this section is not intended to alter the law with 
respect to stolen goods, but is meant to apply the practice as 
regards search warrants for stolen goods to goods in respect of 
which some offence under the Larceny Act, other than larceny, 
has been committed. The case establishes two important 
points. The first is that it is not necessary, in order to justify 
a magistrate in granting a warrant, that the information should 
state specifically that a larceny has been committed ; it is suffi- 
cient if the information can be fairly understood as allegi 

reasonable grounds for believing that the goods are being felon 
niously dealt with. The reason for this is stated clearly by 
Assorr, ©.J., in Hisee v. Smith (1 Dow. & R. 97), a Sn 
speaking of the information, he said: “It need not be a posi- 
tive and direct averment upon oath that the goods are stolen, in 
order to justify the magistrate in grantiug his warrant. There 
are many cases in which a cautious man might not choose to 
swear that his property is stolen, nevertheless he might have 
great reason to suspect a particular party, and the magistrate 
would be well warranted in granting his search warrant.” 
And, after giving an example, the learned judge added that if 
any other rule were to prevail many crimes would go unde 













© specify in the information the particular 

1e ; is desired. ‘ many CASeE 
p z reasons for suspecting that his 
property was being stolen, and still he might not be able to 
specify the articles. This decision also should be found usefal 


in aid of the detection of crime. 








THE RECENT case of Cowley v. Cowley, before Bannzs, J., raised 
again the question of what constitutes desertion of a wife by 
husband so as, if coupled with his adultery, to entitle her to & 
divorce under section 27 of the Matrimonial Causes Act, 1857, 
From the evidence it appeared that Lord Cow.zy in May, 1893, 
withdrew from the house where he had been living with Lady 
Cow zy, and in A a separation deed was drawn up under 
which Lord CowLzy made an allowance to his wife. inarily, 
of course, there can be no desertion where the husband and wile 
live apart by mutual consent. And where a separation has 
taken place, no subsequent conduct of the husband, such as his 
refusal to accept his wife’s offer to return to co-habitation, will 
amount to desertion. No one can “ desert,” said Lord Penzance” 








in Fitzgerald y. Fitzgerald (L, R.1 P. & D. 694), who does not 
| actively and wilfull y bring to an end an existing state of o> 
habitation. In the present case, however, the act of desertion 
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relied upon was anterior to the separation deed, and the dee 
drawn up as a modus vivendt When the oftence of desertion had 






bady Deen commited. he only question thereio o, was 
whether the allowance made by the husband under the deed in 
any way qualified the desertion, and there is ample authority 
that it did not. Im Macdonald v. Macdonald (4 Sw. & Tr. 242) it 
was said that a wife is entitled to the sotiety and protection of 
her husband, and he is not to be permitted, after having refused 
her his society and protection, to turn round and say that he 
has not been guilty of wilful desertion, merely because he has 
made her an allowance. So in Yeatman v. Yeatman(L. R. 1 
P. & D. p. 491) Lord Pznzancz said thaf the permanent 
denial by the husband of his society and protection might be 

gravated by leaving the wife destitute, or miti by a 
liberal provision for her support; but if the co-habitation was 
put an end to against the consent of the wife, and without the 
intention of renewing it, the matrimonial offence of “ desertion” 
was complete. It was complete, accordingly, in the present 
case, with the result that a decree nisi was granted in favour of 
Lady CowLzy. 





A novet and interesting question arose in Hornsey District 
Council v. Smith before Kexewicu, J. (ante, p. 209) with 
reference to the enforcement of a charge arising under section 257 
of the Public Health Act, 1875. The defendants were the trustees 
of a National school, the site of which had been conveyed under 
section 6 of the School Sites Act, 1841 (4 & 5 Vict. c. 38), “ for 
the purposes of a school and for no other p whatever,” 
and the plaintiffs sought to recover the sum of £112 for paving 
expenses. Under section 257 of the Act of 1875 such expenses 
are recoverable from the owner of the premises in respect of 
which they are incurred, and till recovery are a charge upon the 
premises. On the first hearing of the action Kexewicn, J., held 
that the trustees were the “‘ owners” of the premises within the 
meaning of the definition of the term in section 4, and he 
declared that the sum claimed was a charge on the school 
premises, though he intimated that there might be a difficulty 
in enforcing the charge (44 W. R. 559; 1896, 2 Oh. 254). At 
the recent hearing this difficulty had to be met, and in the 
result an order was made for the sale of the premises free from 
the ome — they had been — = y doubt as to - 
possibility of enforcing a statutory c in the ordinary way by 
sale was removed by Scottish Wrdows Fund v. Craig (20 Oh. D, 
208) and, according to the judgment of Jzsszx, M.R., in Corpora- 
tion of Birmingham v. Baker (17 Ch. D. 782) the charge, and con- 
sequently the sale, affects the entire ownership. Hence in 
the present case it would affect the estate of the trustees, and 
through them the purposes for which the premises were held. 
An attempt was made to save these purposes on the analogy of 
Tendring Union v. Dowton (40 W. R. 145; 1891, 3 Ch. 265), 
where it was held that property could not be sold under the 
statutory charge free from a restrictive covenant. This was 
upon the ground that the persons interested in the observance 
of the covenant had no share in the ownership of the property, 
and against them, therefore, the charge did not operate. But 
the case is different with regard to equitable interests, even 
though they may be in the nature of public charities. The per- 
sons interested in the charity are interested only through the 
trustees, and their interests appear to be subject to any charges 
prevailing against the trustees. Notwithstanding, therefore, 
the dedication of the premises to educational purposes, an order 
was made for enforcing the charge by sale. 





THE INSERTION in a gift to a married woman of words pro- 
hibiting anticipation is, as several cases have shewn, not neces- 
sarily operative. The donor may at the same time have directed 
payment of the corpus of the fund to the married woman, and if 
so she is entitled to receive it and there is an end of the restraint. 
In Re Clarke’s Trusts (21 Ch. D,. 748), where the gift subject to 
restraint was contained in a will, Fry, J., drewa distinction 
between so much of the property as was in cash at the testator’s 
death, and so much as was invested and was ucing income. 
He held the restraint to be operative on the income-bearing 
fund, but not on the cash. But the distinction was rejected by 


question with respect to each class of pro was made de- 

dent on the intention of the testator. the trustees are to 
eep the property and pay the income of it to the married 
woman, tho restraint can operate ; but it fails if the effect of the 
will is to direct an immediate payment over of the corpus. In 
Re Bown there was a previous estate for life, during which, it 
was pointed out, the restraint could be operative, so that the 
Court of Appeal did not there deprive the words in question 
of all effect. But that this was no essential point in the decision 
is clear from the subsequent case of Re Grey’s Settlement (34 Oh. 
D. 712). The question has arisen — recently in Re Fearon 
(45 W. R. 232), and Kexewicn, J., has followed, though with 
reluctance, the principle established by the Court of Appeal. A 
testatrix di her trustees to stand possessed of a share of 
her residuary estate for a married woman, and further directed 
that the share should be paid to her for her separate use, 
without power of anticipation. This, the learned judge held, 
amounted to a direction that the legatee should have the corpus, 
and hence, notwithstanding the restraint on anticipation, she 
was entitled to have the share paid to her forthwith. 





An INTERESTING and scholarly article on Lord Bowzn’s judicial 
characteristics appears in this month’s Harvard Law Review. 
With reference to his influence on the current reports, the writer 
observes: ‘‘ Lord Bowzn had the very qualities which are most 
needed in these days of systematic reporting. His work will 
repay attentive study simply as a demonstration that depth of 
legal learning and literary grace of style and method are not 
incompatible. Certainly any distinctive style besides a slovenly 
one is least common = lawyers, and is as rare as it is re- 
freshing in the reports. conception of intellectual reserve, 
sense of proportion, and wholesome mental habits of discrimina- 
tion, seem to be = unknown. Interminable opinions on 
questions of fact, elaborate restatement of settled principles, and 
the needless and mechanical citation of all the cases to be found 
on @ given point—these are the evils at the root of the present 
deluge of reports. If one-sixth of Lord Bacon’s plan to ——7 
the law—‘ cases reported with too great prolixity to have t 
tautologies and impertinences cut off ’—were carried into effect, 
it would make short work of the bulk of contem reports.” 
We can hardly believe that these remarks are intended to apply 
to the decisions of English judges. 





We vunperstanp that the Selden Society will issue in the 
course of next week Volume X. of its publications—Select 
Cases in Ohancery, A.D. 1864-1471, edited by Mz. W. Patzy 
Barton, F.8.A., with an introduction on the growth, early 
history, and procedure of the Court of Chancery. This volume 
represents the publication for the year 1896. Volume XL, for 
1897, is expected to follow very shortly, and will be a second 
volume of “ Select Pleas in the Court of Admiralty,” edited by 
Mr. BR. G. Marspzn. We shall be glad to know that this 
admirable society receives more support from the profession. 








A NEW DEPARTURE, 


Tux sudden appearance of Mr. B. G. Laxz in the novel capaci 
of apologist-in-advance for the forthcoming Government Lan 
Transfer Bill will afford profound satisfaction to the Land 
Registry Office, and we think will occasion equally d 
regret to Mr. Laxz’s colleagues and to those who have looked to 
and known him as a trusted and able guardian of solicitors’ 
interests. We desire to speak with the unfeigned respect we 
entertain for Mr. Laxs, but we think he can hardly have fully 
considered the course he has adopted. It is one thing for a 
member of the Council of the i 
the Bill is before the Council for consideration, to express to 
his colleagues his view that its 
ui 


reasonably be ; it is a ite for a member 
of the Council, the Bill has been submitted for con- 
sideration, and before even its provisions are known, to come 


forward in the public press and announce that “ some at least” 





the Court of Appeal in Ze Bown (27 Ch. D, 411), and the 


of the points for which the ion has contended will prob- 
ably be conceded in the Bill, and that, should 
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be the case, he will be in favour of not offering further opposi- 
tion. This we think we are entitled to describe as a new 
Te, without example in the annals of the Council. 

. Lake takes as his text our observations last week as to 
the necessity for settling in detail the course to be taken by the 
Council in the event of the Bill not being acceptable, but he has 
misapprehended the object of those remarks. We pointed 
out that the Bill was stated in the Queen’s Speech to have 
been already prepared, and as it had been obviously prepared 
without the slightest reference to the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society—a circumstance which Mr. Laxe admits and 
justifiee—we said that it might be assumed to be on the old 
well-worn lines, with perhaps a few added details; and we 
said that “there seems to be no need to wait until the Bill is 
introduced before settling in detail the course to be taken when it 
appears.” Our whole object was to suggest that, in the circum- 
stances mentioned, there was sufficient reason for the prepara- 
tion at once by the Council of a comprehensive and complete 
scheme of action to be carried into effect in case the Bill verified 
ourforebodings. It isalwaysprudent to be prepared for the worst, 
and the extent of concessions generally depends on the strength 
of the party claiming them. ft is hardly necessary to say that 
we never intended to suggest that the Council should commit 
themselves by action or speech to an ‘‘ irreconcilable attitude ” 
before they knew anything of the contents of the Bill. That 
would be almost as unreasonable as would be a suggestion that 
the Council and the profession, before knowing anything of the 
Bill, should at once agree to accept it. We are entirely at one 
with Mr. Laxe in holding that the Council should, beforo 
putting in action any scheme for opposition, await the publica- 
tion of the Bill. Our great regret is that our esteemed corres- 
— should have gone so much beyond this. Of course he 

as no such intention, but in point of fact, by proclaiming 
beforehand his acceptance of partial concessions, he has gone 
far to prevent the profession from obtaining any further con- 
cessions. 

About two months ago Mr. Lake formulated very admirably, 
in a letter to the Zimes, what he expressly described as, “in his 
view, the essential conditions of a satisfactory system of regis- 
tration of title.” They were the following : 

It (a) should be voluntary, in order, by competition, to give the officials 
every inducement to make it convenient and attractive. 

(4) Should confer a guaranteed, not an absolute title, so that no true 
owner should lose his land except by his own act 

(c) Should allow of a detailed description of the land, so as to preserve 
evidence of boundaries, tenancies, &c. 

(@) Should permit of the removal of land from the register, so as to 
make it easier for solicitors to advise clients to make trial of the system. 
This would only apply to land outside the area (if any) in which registra- 
tion of title had been made compulsory. 

(e) Should involve the production of the land certificate on all dealings 
with regi land, and should only permit the issue of a duplicate land 
certificate after full inquiry and advertisement. This would not only be a 
great protection against forgery or personation, but would meet the 
bankers’ requirements as to loans on equitable deposit. 

(f) Should require the intervention of a solicitor as a responsible 
officer of the court, in the same way as such intervention is required in 

_ the case of dealings with cash under the control of the court and as 
authentication by a broker is required in the case of Government funds. 
This would prevent personation and be a great safeguard against any 


(g) Should be under the control of a Board on which the bar and solici- 

— be pp sem “ yer advice rules should be made. I 

personally, advocate the addition of two Members of Parli t 
interested in land, but not lawyers. AER: 


It is proper to say that at the end of his letter Mr. Laxz— 
shall we say ‘‘ wobbled ”—a good deal about compulsion, but 
the above were the conditions he laid down as essential. 
We say, without the smallest hesitation, that if the forth- 
coming Bill contains all these “ essential conditions,” it ought to 
be accepted by solicitors; and if Mr. Laxe can state on 
authoritative information that the Bill does contain them, we 
shall at once withdraw our suggestion that the Council should 
be prepared with a scheme of action in case the Bill is unsatis- 
factory. But it is clear from Mr. Laxz’s letter that he cannot 
make this statement. He says that “it would be perhaps too 
much to hope that all the points for which we have contended 
will be conceded,” but he “cannot but believe that some, at 
least, will be.” Some only of the essential conditions, therefore, 
are contained in the Bill, and now Mr. Laxx will perhaps be 





able to tell us what these “some” conditions are. Do they 
include the absence of compulsion, which is the main point to 
which the opposition to the Bill has been hitherto directed ? 

We have every confidence that the Council of the Incorporated 
Law Society, and the profession in general, will, while preparing 
for the worst, wait for the appearance of the promised Bill with- 
out pledging themselves one way or another as to the course they 
will take, and in particular without declaring beforehand that 
they will accept partial concessions. The operation known as 
‘“‘ throwing up the sponge ” has not hitherto been characteristic 
of the Council or the profession. 


THE ISSUE OF PREFERENCE SHARES. 


Ir is well settled that the memorandum of association of a 

company incorporated under the Companies Act, 1862, is con- 

clusive both with regard to the matiers which are required by 

the Act to be stated therein, and with regard to any other 

matters which the promoters choose to insert, so that, save as 
be elected b 


oxpresaly allowed - the Set, no variation can be ¢ y 
@ On, whether as originally framed or as 
Y 


su uently on (Guenness v. Land 
. . 341, 22 Ch. D. 349; Ashbury v. 


And anything done by the compan 
Wers as defined by the secon 


: brs A 7 fia way 
L. . The memorandum is the 
as it has been otherwise put, the memorandum fixes the area 
beyond which the action of the company cannot go. 

The matters which are excepted, and which, therefore, can 
be altered by the articles, are specified in section 12 of the Com- 
— Act, 1862. The section provides that a company may so 

modify the conditions contained in its memorandum of 
association, if authorized to do so by its regulations as originally 
framed, or as altered by special resolution, as to increase its 
capital by the issue of new shares of such amount as it thinks 
expedient, or to consolidate and divide its capital into shares of 
larger amount than its existing shares, or to convert its paid-up 
shares into stock. So far as concerns fhe capital, all that the 
memorandum is required to state is ‘the amount of capital with 
which the company proposes to be registered divided into shares 
of a certain fixed amount” (section 8)—say, £100,000 divided 
into 10,000 shares of £10 each. So that, notwithstanding the 
specification of these amounts, the company is authorized by 
section 12 to vary the capital by the issue of new shares of any 
amount, and to alter the arrangement of the existing capital by 
re-dividing it into shares of more than £10 nominal value, or 
by converting it into stock. 

Both the prescribed contents of the memorandum of associa- 
tion, therefore, and the alterations expressly allowed to be made 
by the articles, are confined to the amount of the capital and 
the value of the shares into which it is to be divided—the con- 
version of shares into stock is not for the present purpose 
material. Nothing need be said in the memorandum as to the 
rights of the holders of different classes of shares inter se, while, 
if any provision on this head is inserted, it cannot be varied by 
the articles. It has, however, been held that, in the absence of 
any provision to the contrary, the memorandum contains an 
implied condition that the shareholders are to be in all respects 
on a footing of equality, and though the implication can be 
rebutted by a clause in the contemporaneous articles of asso- 
ciation authorizing the issue either of original capital or of new 
capital in classes of shares having different rights attached to 
them, yet it prevails over any subsequent alteration of the 
articles. The result has been that unless a company, either by 
its memorandum of association or by its articles as originally 
framed, has taken the necessary power, it cannot issue any of 
its capital by way of preference es; unless, indeed, it takes 
proceedings to obtain an alteration of the memorandum under 
the Companies (Memorandum of Association) Act, 1890. This 
inconvenient state of things, however, has been altered, and the 
law as to the issue of preference shares placed on a new footing 
by the recent decision of the Court of Appeal in Andrews v. The 
Gas Meter Co, (Limited). 

The theory of the implied condition of equality as between 
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ey shareholders was started by Kivpzrstey, V.C., in Hutton v. The | is left to be by the articles, and it becomes immaterial 
to Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co, (2 Dr. & Sm. 514, 521). The defen- | whether the regulation is contained in the articles as originally 
dant company in that case, having been unable to obtain sub- | framed, or as altered by special resolution. The only reason 
ted scriptions for the whole of the capital, and having no express | for requiring the regulation to be in the original articles, was 
ng power to issue preference shares, the directors proposed to issue | that it _— be used to explain the contemporaneous memoran- 
th- a part of the original capital as preference shares on the|dum. When the memorandum ceases to be a relevant docu- 
ey authority of a general resolution of the company. Kuinpezs.ey, | ment, then the regulation in the articles operates entirely b 
nat V.C., held that this could not he done, and his decision was | itself, and it is equally operative whenever it is introduced. it 
as — affirmed by Lord Westsury, ©. (4 D. J. & 8. 672). The com- | is not necessary to look exclusively to the original articles to 
tic pany then attempted to get the necessary power by altering the | discover what is the contract between the shareholders, for so 


articles so as expressly to authorize the issue of preference 
shares, but again they were foiled. Section 50 of the Act of 
1862 authorizes the company, indeed, by special resolution to 
alter the regulations contained in the articles of association, and 
declares that the regulations so altered shall be deemed to be of 
the same validity as if originall contained in_the articles, but 
KinDERSCEY, VU~ Weld thet this power was restri 0 matters 
relating to the management of the company. He declined to 
recognize the validity of an alteration affecting the constitution 
and nature of the company, and within this category he placed 
the alteration allowing the issue of preference shares. In the 
absence of any provision to the contrary, there was, he said, an 
implied stipulation in the memorandum that all the shareholders 
should stand on an equal footing as to the receipt of dividends, 
and this stipulation was incapable of alteration by any variation 
of the articles under section 50. Against his second decision no 
appeal was brought, and, indeed, it appears from the judgment 
of Lord Wzsrsury on the earlier application that an appeal 
would have had small chance of success. 
At first sight the result appears to be that the power to issue 
reference shares must be given, if at all, by the memorandum, 
but Kinperstry, V.O., supported his judgment by reference 
not only to the memorandum of association, but also to the 
original contract between the parties. ‘It is clear,” he said, 
‘‘ that the intention of all parties to the original contract was, 
that the shareholders should stand pari passu as co-partners in 
respect of the receipt of dividends.” And since the original 
contract is contained in the memorandum and articles taken 
together, it was possible to read his judgment as allowing that 
the implication of equality between the shareholders arising 
upon the memorandum could be rebutted by an express pro- 
vision for the issue of preference shares in the contemporaneous 
articles. This construction, accordingly, was put upon the 
judgment of Kinprrstzy, V.C., by Jesszt, M.R., in Harrison vy. 
Mexican Railway Co, (19 Eq. 358), and since the latter decision 
it has been assumed that preference shares may well be issued 
under a power in the original articles, although the memo- 
'randum is silent upon the point. In Harrison v. Mexican 
| Railway Co. the issue of preference shares was held to be 
| warranted by an article giving the directors power to issue new 
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r@ capital ‘ with and subject to such rules, regulations, privileges, 

| and conditions” as the company, in general ‘meeting ‘should 
a think fit. Other decisions as to whether particular words 
int authorize the issue of shares preferred, either as to dividend or 
“ae as to dividend and capital, have been given in Re Bangor Slate 
7 ‘ Co. (20 Eq. 59) and Pulbrook v. New Civil Service Co-operation 
~ (Limited) (26 W. R. 11). 

Jj The correctness of Harrison v. Mexican Railway Co. was 
” affirmed by the Court of Appeal in Re South Durham Brewery 
os Co. (34 W. R. 126, 31 Ch. D. 261). Here, again, the power to 
> issue’ preference shares was contained in the original articles, 

Cf but though it was consequently not necessary to overrule the 
pa second decision of Kixprrstey, V.C., in Hutton v. Scarborough 
- Cliff Hotel Co. (2 Dr. & Sm. 521), yet the court did not adopt 
the his principle, that the equality of the shareholders arises by 
b implication from the construction of the memorandum. It had 
i been previously objected by Oorroy, L.J., in Guinness v. Land 
Y, Corporation of Ireland (supra), that the equality between the 
fe shareholders did not depend on the memorandum at all, but 
ri resulted from the ordinary rule of equality as between partners, 
his unless their contract has provided to the contrary. In Re South 
she Durham Brewery Co, Linvuixy, L.J., adopted the same view, and 
- Lord MacwacuTen followed suit in British, §c., Corporation v. 
Te Couper (1894, A. ©., p.417). If, however, the memorandum of 





association has, in the absence of express ion, no i 
on the nature of the shares, it follows that this is a matter whi 










soon as it is settled that the contract depends solely on the 
articles, it is a contract, the terms of which are capable of being 
varied in the manner prescribed by section 50. 

In Andrews v. The Gas Meter Co. the Oourt of Ap have 
adopted this view, and, as a consequence, the second decision in 
Hutton v. Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co. has been overruled, not- 
withstanding the thirty years during which it has stood asa 
fetter upon companies. In the present case the litigation has 
had a singular course owing to the fact that the defendant com- 
pany had been so prosperous as to place the ordinary in a better 
position than the preference shareholders. The memorandum 
and articles of association were alike silent as to the issue of 

eference shares, and these had been issued under an alteration 
in the articles effected by special resolution. When the prefer- 
ence shareholders found that the advantage was with the ordin- 
ary shareholders, they objected to the validity of the issue, and 
claimed that all the shares were ordinary. Kerxewicn, J., 
admitted, on the authority of Hutton v. Scarborough Cliff Hotel 
Co. (supra), that the preference shares were not well issued as 
preference shares, but he went further and turned the attack 
against the preference shareholders by denying to them an 
rights as shareholders at all. In what position his decision | 
them is not clear. There might have been a difficulty in treati 
them as creditors of the company, and it would have req 
some ingenuity to discover how they were to get their money 

. To escape from the dilemma they went to the Court of 
Appeal, and now found it prudent to reverse their original 
contention and to maintain in the first instance the validity of 
the issue of the preference shares. As the court has decided 
this point in their favour it has become to deal 
with the embarrassing question which the judgment of Kexsz- 
wicn, J., seems to have left open. 

The decision does not touch the series of cases which have 
settled that the memorandum is final as to all matters which are 
contained in it. It simply destroys the doctrine which read into 
the memorandum a stipulation not to be found there, and at the 
same time it rid of the faulty reasoning which allowed this 
stipulation, although assumed to be an integral part of the 
memorandum, nevertheless to be contradicted by the articles.- 
At the same time it secures for matters which are not included 
in the memorandum, but which are left to be by the 
articles, that freedom of treatment which the Act designed for 
them, and they can consequently be regulated from time to time 
at the pleasure of the company. But while the judgment of the 
Court of Appeal is satisfactory both in point of principle and of 
convenience, we notice with some surprise the concluding remark 
that it will no longer be necessary to insert special power to 
issue preference shares either in the memorandum or in the 
articles of association. Where there is no immediate intention 
of issuing such shares an power will not be essential, 
though it will still be advisable to insert it in order to avoid the 
trouble of an alteration of the articles, should it ultimately be’ 
wanted. But where the issue of preference shares is part of the 
original scheme, an ex power for this purpose is, of course, 
wanted, and it should be inserted, according to circumstances, 
either in the memorandum or in the articles. 








A correspondent informs us that the Slough and District Ratepayers’ 
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LEGISLATION IN PROGRESS. 


Company Law.—The Companies Bill, which has beer introduced in 
the House of Lords by the Earl of DUDLEY, and which was down 
for second reading on Thursday, appears to be an exact reprint of 
the Bill of last year. Its chief features are as follows: Directors 
cannot, without written consent to act filed with the registrar, be 
appointed by the articles or named in any prospectus, and their 
office is vacated in default of obtaining the necessary qualification (if 
any); a company cannot proceed to allotment until the minimum 
amount fixed for that purpose by the memorandum or the articles 
has been subscribed ; the duties and liabilities of directors and pro- 
moters are defined, and directors are placed under an obligation to 
the company to use reasonable care and prudence in the exercise of 
their powers; every prospectus of a company is to contain the details 
pon? a in the thirteen paragraphs of clause 14 (1); a special report, 
including a statement of the position and prospects of the company, 
is to be forwarded by the directors to the members prior to the 
statutory meeting ; various mortgages and charges, including deben- 
tures, floating charges, and mortgages of uncalled capital, must be 

i ; the annual balance-sheet must be filed with the Registrar 
of Companies, and auditors must be annually appointed by the 
company; and certain additional circumstances are specified as 
grounds for winding up, including the obtaining the certificate of 
inco! tion by fraud, misrepresentation, or mistake, and the 
forming of the company, or the carrying on of its business, with intent 
to defraud creditor. 

Marie Insurance.—A Bill for codifying the law relating to 
marine insurance has been introduced by Lord HErscuELt. Ac- 
cording to the prefatory memorandum the Bill is drafted on the 
same lines as the Bills of Exchange Bill and the Sale of Goods Bill, 
which have now become law. It endeavours to reproduce as exactly 
as possible the existing law relating to marine insurance, leaving any 
substantial amendments that may seem desirable to be introduced by 
the Legislature at a later stage. The Bill is founded on the Bill 
which was introduced in 1894, and its provisions, as well as sugges- 
tions received from various sources, have been carefully considered by 
@ committee appointed by Lord HzrscnEL1t, when Lord Chancellor, 
which included representatives of the various interests concerned. 

PREFERENTIAL PAYMENTS.—The Preferential Payments in Bank- 
ruptcy Act (1888) Amendment Bill, introduced by Mr. Kemp, is 
intended to extend the operation of the Act mentioned in its title. 
By section 1 of that Act it is provided that in the distribution of the 
assets of any company being wound up under the Companies Acts 
certain debts shall have preference—viz., rates and taxes, wages 
or salaries of clerks or servants for services rendered to the company 
during four months before the commencement of the winding up, not 
exceeding £50, and all wages of any labourer or workman, not 
exceeding £25, for services rendered to the company during two 
months before the winding up. But the Act does not save any of 
these debts of the company from the claims of mortgagees, whether 
under specific mortgages or under floating charges. In the case of 
debentures which constitute a floating charge much dissatisfaction 
has been caused by the preference thus given to debenture-holders, 
particularly in Lancashire where many of the mills are owned by 
companies. The present Bill proposes by clause 1 that in the wind- 
ing up of companies the debts mentioned in section 1 of the Prefer- 
ential Payments in Bankruptcy Act, 1888, shall have priority over 
the claims of the holders of debentures or debenture stock under any 
floating charge on the assets or uncalled capital of the company. 
Clause 2 directs a receiver appointed on behalf of the debeature- 
holders to pay these preferential debts out of the assets of the com- 
end in priority to any claim fur principal or interest under the 

bentures. The Bill has been read a second time in the House of 
Commons and referred to the Standing Committee on Law. 

: PaRIsH CounciLLors.—Under the Local Government Act, 1894, re- 
sidence in, or within three miles of, the parish for twelve months pre- 
a of a parish council is a necessary qualification for 

1 » but as the 25th of March is a usual day for changing 
residences, and the election may be held just before the succeeding 
25th of March, the provision has been found inconvenient. Last 
on it was dealt with by a temporary Act, the Local Government 
Elections) (No. 2) Act, 1896, but this year a Bill has been intro- 

uced, enacting generally that any person who has entered into 
residence or or before the 25th of March in any year shall, if other- 
wise qualified, be eligible for election at the parish council elections 
of the succeeding year, notwithstanding that the period of his resi- 
dence shall be under one year. The Bill also repeals the requirement 
of rule (1) in Part I. of the First Schedule to the Local Government 
Act, 1894, that the annual assembly of the parish meeting shall be 
held within seven days before or after the 25th of March, and 
provides instead that it shall be held on some day between the Ist 
March and the Ist of April, both inclusive. The Bill has 
House of Commons and has been read a second time in the House 
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REVIEWS. 
PARISH AND DISTRICT COUNCILS. 


Tue LocaAn GOVERNMENT AcT, 1894, wiTH AN INTRODUCTION, 
APPENDIX, AND INDEX, FORMING AN EPIroME OF THE LAW RELAT- 
ING TO PARISiT COUNCILS, AND SHOWING THE ALTERATION IN THE 
LAW RELATING TO District CoUNCILS AND BoARDS OF GUARDIANS. 
TuirD Epirion. By ALEXANDER Macmorran, M.A., Q.C., and 
T. R. Cotquuoun DIL, B.A., Barrister-at-Law. Shaw & Sons. 


The Local Government Act, 1894, and the various orders and 
circulars which have been issued in connection with it require careful 
study for the working of the new local authorities to be understood, 
and this study is facilitated by Messrs. Macmorran & Dill’s book, 
which has now reached a third edition. The book commences with 
a short introduction, explaining the scheme of local government 
established by the Act of 1894, and then the text of the Act is set 
out with copious notes. These have been carefully compiled and, 
according to the statement of the editors, have been revised 
in the light of the experience which has been brought to bear 
upon the Act, and they form an excellent guide through its intrica- 
cies, while they also state the law upon the numerous points 
which are incidentally raised. Thus the provision of section 46, 
disqualifying from office as a parish or district: councillor persons 
concerned in any contract with the council, naturally suggests the 
similar provision in the Public Health Act, 1875, and the editors 
give the effect of the various cases which have been decided on that 
and similar enactments. So, again, where the Legislature has 
applied by reference the provisions of other statutes, these are set 
out so far as is necessary to make the operation of the Act of 1894 
intelligible. An example will be found in the application of the pre- 
visions of the Municipal Corporatiuns Act, 1882, to certain matters 
relating to guardians and district councillors (section 48 (4)). The 
appendix contains the various orders and circulars which have been 
issued forthe guidance of persons interested in putting the Act into 
operation. The volume is printed in excellent type, and its general 
arrangement is such as to give every assistance to the reader. 





BOOKS RECEIVED. 


Property Law for General Readers. By WILLIAM CASSELL 
Maung, B.C.L., M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Effingham Wilson. 

The Acts relating to the new Death Duty, called the Estate Duty; 
with an Introduction dealing with the other Death Duties ; a Digest, 
copious Notes, and an Appendix containing the Estate Duty Forms 
and the Rules regulating Proceedings in England and Ireland in 
Appeals under the Acts. By EvELYN Freetu, Deputy Controller of 
Legacy and Succession Duties, and Joint Editor of Trevor’s Taxes on 
Succession. Second Edition. Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

The Annual Digest of all the Reported Decisions of the Superior 
Courts, including a Selection from the Irish; with a Collection of 
Cases Followed, Distinguished, Explained, Commented on, Over- 
ruled, or Questioned; and References to the Statutes, Orders, and 
Rules of Court, during the Year 1896. By JoHNn Mews, Barrister- 
at-Law. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited); Stevens & Sons (Limited). 

Stone’s Justices’ Manual: being the Yearly Justices’ Practice for 
1897. A Guide to the ordinary Duties of a Justice of the Peace, 
with Table of Statutes, Table of Cases, Appendix of Forms, and 
Table of Punishments. Twenty-ninth Edition. Edited by GEORGE 
B. KEenneEtT, Esq., Solicitor, Town Clerk (late Clerk to the Justices) 
of Norwich. Shaw & Sons; Butterworth & Co. 

Encyclopedia of the Laws of England: being a New Abridg- 
ment by the most eminent Legal Authorities, under the General 
Editorship of A. Woop Renton, Barrister-at-Law. Vol.I. Witha 
General Introduction by Sir F. Pottock, Bart. Abandonment to 
Bankruptcy. Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 

The Student’s Conveyancing : being specially intended for thé Use 
of Candidates at the Final and Honours Examination of the Law 
Society. Fifth Edition. By ALBERT Gipson and ARTHUR WELDON. 
The ‘‘ Law Notes ”’ Publishing Offices. 





If a cobbler always stuck to his last, says the Albany Law Journal, the 
American judiciary would have lost some able and useful members. 
According to the New York Times, the Hon. William D. McHugh, the 
newly appointed judge of the United States District Court for the 
district of Nebraska, was a cobbler only a few years ago, yet he saved 
money enough at bis trade, and also in teaching school, to defray the 
expenses of his legal education, and now he is a lawyer of high reputation. 
The fact is noted by the New York Sun that Judge Charles Daniels, of 
Buffalo, who sat for so many years as an associate justice of the agp 
term of the Supreme Court, was also a shoemaker for a short time in early 
life ; and he never had a su among the judges of this State in the 





perior 
combined qualities of industry, ability, and integrity of character. 
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CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE LAND TRANSFER BILL. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—I am sorry to read your note in ‘‘ Current Topics” this week on 
Land Transfer. 

Surely it is most unwise to take up an irreconcilable attitude before 
anything is known of the contents of the Land Transfer Bill which is 
foreshadowed for this Session. Why should we have so little faith 
in the result of the Parliamentary inquiry for which we so long 
asked in vain and which was given in 1895? The evidence then 
adduced produced considerable effect, and both the then Attorney- 
General and Mr. Haldane, who were the staunchest advocates of 
Registration of Title on the Committee, admitted that the Act of 
1875 and the Bill then under consideration uired revision on 
many points. I cannot suppose that the Lord Chancellor and those 
who assist him will wholly disregard that evidence, and although it 
would be perhaps too much to hope that all the points for which we 
have contended will be conceded, I cannot but believe that some at 
least will be—and that it may be found that the new Bill is very 
different indeed from that of 1895 and its predecessors. Should this 
prove to be the case, I, at least, should be in favour of not offering 
further opposition, and of letting the revised system have a practical 
trial. : 

It is no doubt true that the Lord Chancellor has not consulted 
the Council of the Incorporated Law Society. He could hardly be 
expected to do so, especially since he has in the evidence of 1895 the 
clear and able exposition of their views which Mr. Hunter, the then 
president, laid before the committee. 

The attitude of the Council appears to me to be — correct— 
namely, to await the publication of the promised Bill, to lose no time 
in giving it careful consideration, and to be prepared to at once 
initiate active opposition in the (I trust, unlikely) event of its being 
framed in complete disregard of the evidence given in 1895. 

Bens. G. LAKE. 

10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C., Feb. 6. 

[See observations in leading article.—Eb. S.J.] 





THE LAW RELATING TQ BILLS OF SALE. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—The announcement in the Queen’s Speech that a measure has 
been prepared to amend the Bills of Sale Acts will, I hope, justify 
me in addressing you on that obscure but important subject. I do 
not propose to discuss the manner in which the existing Acts can 
most usefully be amended, nor shall I attempt to apportion between 
the Legislature and the legal profession the responsibility for the 
present state of the law. My object is to draw attention to a remark- 
able feature of the statutory form of a bill of sale, prescribed by the 
schedule to the Act of 1882, which appears to have been generaily 
overlooked. 

It was decided by one division of the Court of Appeal, in 1893, 
that if the tor of a bill of sale fails to pay the debt thereby 
secured at fie time stipulated in the bill of sale for payment, and 
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does not apply to th izire, 















e court for relief within five days after se 
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51 was subsequently ed by the other division of the 

Court of Appeal that the grantor has no right to redeem by payin 

the money before tbe stipulated date or dates of payment : and thi 

nsidered s0obvious that no rter 

thought it worth while to report the decision. I have been te. toe 

forced to the conclusion that these decisions are founded on an 

erroneous interpretation of the statutory form, and that the pro- 

fession generally have misconceived the nature of the grantor’s right 
to redeem. 

The whole question of the right to redeem turns upon the inter- 
pretation of two clauses in the statutory form. 

By the first of these clauses the grantor assigns the chattels “ by 
way of security for the payment of the sum of £ and interest 
thereon at the rate of per cent, per annum [or whatever else may be 
the rate}.”” This clause, as I have elsewhere endeavoured to 
shew, forms the condition of the bill of sale, which qualifies or res- 
trains the title of the grantee. - It is equivalent in its legal effect to a 
proviso for redemption ; and it contains no restriction whatever as 
to the time when the power to redeem may, or must, be exercised. 
The grantor, in assigning the chattels, reserves an unfettered right to 
defeat the assignment, and redeem the chattels upon payment of the 
principal moneys secured by the bill of sale, with interest thereon at 
the specified rate. A condition in this form comes within the princi- 
ple laid down in Plowden’s Commentaries, p. 16: ‘‘ If a man makes 
a feoffment in mortgage upon condition that if he pay to the mort- 
gagee £20, that then he shal re-enter; inasmuch as no day of pay 
ment is limited, the mortgagor may pay it when he pleases; for he is 





to have the benefit—viz., his land again” (see also Howell v. Price, 
1715, Finch. Prec. Ch. 423). 

The second clause, which is in the nature of a further security, 
co-ordinate, not with the condition, but with the operative words of 
assignment, is the covenant for payment: ‘‘ And the said A. B. 
doth further and declare that he will duly pay to the said OC, 
D. the pene, sr aforesaid, together with the interest then due, 
by equal payments of £ on the day of a 
whatever else may be the stipulated times or time of payment].” ff 
clause gives the ditional remedy by action, and it pro- 
tects the r prohi e rom uiring pay- 
ment to be made “‘ at a time to Se ascertained by nothing but his 
mere choice and volition”: Hetherington v. Groome (1884, 33 W. RB, 
103; 13 Q. B. D. 789). 

According to the ordinary principles of legal interpretation, the 
condition and the covenant are independent. A breach of the cove- 
nant, though it entitles the grantee to take ion of the chattels 
under section 7 of the Act, not work a breach of the condition, 
If the covenant for payment were contained in a separate bond, this ~ 
would be too clear for argument. The fact that the two clauses are 
contained in the same deed can be no justification for cutting down 
the grantor’s right of redemption by importing inte the condition 
words which were inserted for his protection in the covenant for 
payment, The case of Brown v. Cole (1845, 14 L. J. Ch. 167), 
which is cited in the text-books, has no ing on this question ; 
for in that case the day for repayment was specified in the proviso 
for redemption. 

It is hardly necessary to add that, if this reasoning is sound, the 
result is of the greatest importance. Not only is the grantor entitled 
to redeem at any time after the bill of sale has been executed 
whether he is in default or not, and whether the chattels have 
seized or not, but any attempt to fetter his right would copeventy 
avoid the bill of sale under section 9 of the Act. Moreover, his right 
to redeem is a legal right, not only in its inception, but so long as 
the security subsists, and the refinements concerning an equity of 
redemption after condition broken, in which the Court of Appeal 
revelled in Johnson v. Diprose, may be brushed away without hesita- 
tation or regret. There may be a superadded equity for the purpose 
of giving validity to a second bill of sale, which at common law 
would operate only by estoppel; but in so far as concerns the relation 
between grantor and grantee, these equitable refinements seem alto- 
gether unnecessary and mischievous. 

It is perhaps a long time since anyone has said a good word for 
the much-abused statutory form; but, if the view above expressed 
is right, the statutory form is in one respect a better form than has 
hitherto been supposed. By a simple technical device it secures a 
most desirable result, which could not easily be attained in any other 
way. JAMES WEIR. 

5, Pump-ccurt, Temple, Feb. 6. 





*.* We regret that we are compelled, from lack of space this week, 
to hold over a lengthy and interesting letter from a Scottish corre~ 
spondent on Service out of the Jurisdiction in Scotland, 


CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Court of Appeal. 
ANDREWS v. GAS METER CO. (LIM.). No. 2. 6th Feb. 


Company—Marmoranpum or AssocraTion—ALtreraTION oF ARTICLES— * 
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Article 27 provided the company might, with the 
sanction of the company eee ee in general , increase its 
capital; and article 28 provided any raised for the creation of 
new shares should be considered as partof the original capital, aud be subject 
to the same provisions in all respects as 
capital. With respect to dividends, article 74 em; 
with the sanction of the 
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b 2 ee from the administrator of one John 


West, by special resolu 
articles of the company, to the effect that the directors might issue by way 
of increase of capital 100 shares of £100 each fully paid up, bearing a non- 
cumulative preferential dividend of cent. per 
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ministrator in payment of the consideration for the purchase of his 
business. The prefereatial dividends were to be paid out of the current 
profite of each year only, and the shares upon which such dividends were 
were not to entitle the holders to vote in the company or to participate 
the bonuses or in any dividend beyond 5 per cent. From 1862 down 
to the present time dividends at the rate of from 6 to 17} per cent. had 
been regularly paid by the company on their ordinary shares and the 5 
per cent. on the preference shares. A sum of £35,000 having recently 
become divisible amongst the members of the company, the question arose 
as to the status of the holders of preference shares; and this action was 
brought by the ordinary shareholders against the company and the prefer- 
ence shareholders by which it was asked that it might be declared that all 
the profits of the company belonged to and ought to be equally divided 
amongst the ordinary sharcholders of the company, or in the alternative 
to have it determined how and in what proportions the profits of the com- 
pany (after providing for the dividend of 5 per cent. on the preference 
shares) ought to be divided amongst the holders of ordinary and prefer- 
ence . Kekewich, J., held, on the authority of Hutton v. Scarborough 
Cliff Hotel Co. (13 W. R. 574, 631, 1059, 2 Dr. & Sm. 514, 521, 4 De G. J. 
& 8. 672), that the company had no power to issue preference shares, and 
that the holders of such shares were not members of the company, and 
had none of the rights of shareholders, whether preference or ordinary. 
The preference shareholders appealed, and argued that the preference 
shares were validly created; in the alternative, if that contention failed, 
then they were ordinary shareholders in the company, and as such were 
entitled to share in the distribution, pari passu, with the other share- 
holders. 
Tae Covrr (Linpiey, A. L. Surri, and Ricny, L.JJ.) allowed the 
appeal. The judgment of the court was delivered by 
Lirpiey, L J.—The question raised by the appeal is whether certain 
preference shares issued by a limited company as long ago as 1865 were 
validly issued or not. If they were not a further question will arise, 
which is—What are the rights of their present holders? The company 
was formed and registered as a limited company under the Companies 
Act, 1856, but in October, 1862, it was registered under the Companies 
Act, 1862, and it is by that Act and'the decisions upon it that the above 
questions have to be determined. The company’s original capital as 
stated in its memorandum of association was ‘‘ £60,000, divided into 600 
shares of £100, each share being divisible into fifths, with power to in- 
crease the capital as provided by the articles of association.’’ By the 
articles of association which accompanied the memorandum of association 
and were registered with it power was given to the company to increase 
the capital (article 27), and it was provided that any new capital should 
be ered as part of the original capital (article 28). The issue of 
preference shares was not contemplated or authorized. In 1865 the com- 
pany desired to acquire additional works, and passed a special resolution 
under the powers conferred by the Companies Act, 1862, ss. 50 and 51, 
altering the articles and authorizing the issue of 100 shares of £100 each 
fully paid and bearing a preferential dividend of £5 per cent. per annum. 
Those shares were accordingly issued to the vendors of the works referred 
to and are the shares the validity of which is now in question. The 
company has been so prosperous that the ordinary shares are worth more 
than the preference shares, and have for years received a higher dividend, 
and the litigation in the present case has arisen from a claim made by the 
— shareholders to be treated as ordinary shareholders. The 
judge has held that the creation of the preference shares was 
ulira vires, and that their holders never became and are not now share- 
holders in the company, and that they have none of the rights of share- 
holders, whether preference or ordinary. He has not, however, declared 
more definitely what their rights are. They have appealed from this 
decision, but on the appeal they only claimed to be preference share- 
holders entitled to a sg cae dividend of 5 per cent. Their claim to 
more was dropped. ‘The judgment against the validity of the preference 
shares is upon the well-known case of Hutton v. Scarborough Cliff 
Hotel Co. (ubi supra), which came tvice before Kindersley, V.C., in 1865, 
and which Kekewich, J., very naturally held to be binding on him. 
Kinderaley,; V.C.’s, first decision was that a limited company which 
had not issued the whole of its original capital could not issue 
the unallotted shares as preference shares unless authorized so to do b 
its memorandum of association or by its articles of association. This 
decision was affirmed on appeal, 4 De G. J. & Sm. 514, and was 
obviously correct ; and would have been correct even if the whole of the 
pe er capital had been issued and the preference shares had been new 
additional capitel. The company, however, afterwards passed a 
special resolution altering the articles and authorizing an issue of prefer- 
ence shares. This raised an entirely different question, and led to the 
second decision reported in 2 Dr. & Sm. 521. The Vice-Chancellor 
granted an injunction restraining the issue of the preference shares, and 
he held distinctly that the resolution altering the articles was ultra vires. 
He did so upon the ground, as we understand his judgment, that there 
was in the memorandum of association a condition that all the shareholders 
should stand on an equal footing as to the receipt of dividends, and that 
this condition was one which could not be got rid of by a special resolu- 
tion altering the articles of association under the powers conferred by 
sections 50 and 51 of the Act. The judgment of the Vice-Chancellor is a 
little obscure, because he treats the condition as a condition of the consti- 
tution of the company, and he may have meant by that expression either 
the constitution as fixed by the memorandum of association, or the con- 
stitution as fixed by the memorandum of association and the original 
articles. But unless he had meant the constitution of the company as fixed 
by the memorandum of association his decision is unintelligible ; for, so 
far as the constitution depended on the articles, it clearly could be altered 


by rpecial resolution under the powers conferred by sections 50 and $1! 


see Malleson 
v. National Insurance and Guarantee Corporation (1894, 1 Ch. 200) and 
Walker v. London Tramways Co. (28 W. R. 163, 12 Ch. D. 705). The Vice- 
Chancellor further seems to have been of opinion that the condition could 


of the Act. A company cannot deprive itself of this power : 


be excluded by contemporaneous articles of association, and his decision 
has been so unders' by succeeding judges. Accordingly, in 1875, in 
the case of Harrison v. Mexican Railway Co. (23 W. R. 403, L. R. 19 Eq. 
358), Sir G. Jessel, M.R., held that the condition of equality imported 
into the memorandum of association by Kindersley, V.U.’s, decision was 

ved by one of the articles of association filed with the memorandum, 
and which article authorized the creation of additional capital by the 
issue of new shares, ‘‘in such manner, to such amount, and with and 
subject to such rules, regulations, privileges, and conditions’’ as 
the company should thiuk fit. In our opinion it is impossible to uphold 
this decision, or the view of Kindersley, V.C, himself, as to the 
effect of articles on the memorandum, if it is once conceded that 
it is a condition in the memorandum of association that there shall be 
equality amongst the shareholders. Ifthe condition is really one of the 
conditions of the memorandum it is immaterial whether the condition is 
express or implied. If the memorandum of association really prescribed 
equality amonget all the shareholders, as Kindersley, V.C., held that it 
did, the articles of association could not override the memorandum of 
association in that particular. (See section 12 of the Act,and Ashbury 
Railway Carriage and Iron Co. v. Riche (24 W. R. 794, L. R. 7 H. L. 653, 
667), and Guinness v. Land Corporation of Ireland (31 W. R. 341, 22 Ch. D. 
349).) The departure thus made by Sir G. Jessel from the principle on 
which the Vice-Chancellor based the second decision in Hutton v. The 
Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co. (wbi supra) was sanctioned by the Court of Appeal 
in 1285 in the case of Re South Durham Brewery Co. (34 W. R. 126, 31 Ch. 
D. 261), and again in 1887 in Re Bridgewater Navigation;Co. (36 W. R. 769, 
39 Ch. D. 1), @ case ‘which, although reversed on another point (14 App. 
Cas. 525), was not questioned on the point now under consideration. 
These decisions turned upon the principle that, although by section 8 of 
the Act the memorandum is to state the amount cf the original capital 
and the number of shares into which it is to be divided, yet in other 
respects the rights of the shareholders in respect of their shares and the 
terms on which additional capital may be raised are matters to be regu- 
lated by the articles of association rather than by the memorandum, and 
are, therefore, matters which (unless provided for by the memorandum as 
in Ashbury v. Watson (33 W. R. 882, 30 Ch. D. 376) )» may be determined 
by the company from time to time by special resolution pursuant to sec- 
tion 50 of the Act. This view, however, clearly negatives the doctrine 
that there is a condition in the memorandum of association that all share- 
holders are to be on an equality unless the memorandum itself shews the 
contrary. That proposition is, in our opinion, unsound. Its unsoundness 
was distinctly pointed out by Lord Macnaghten in The British and American 
Trustee and Finance Corporation v. Couper (42 W. R. 652; 1894, A. C. 399, 
at pp. 416, 417). The view taken by Kindersley, V.C., cannot, 
in our opinion, be supported by reference to the Companies 
Act of 1862; and it is inconsistent with the decisions to which 
we have referred, and which, if wrong, can only now be set right 
by the House of Lorde. It was, however, contended that this 
court, at all events, had approved and followed the decisions of 
Kindersley, V.C.; and Ashbury v. Watson (ubi supra) was referred to on 
this point. In that case the memorandum of association stated that 
preferential shares might be created and what the preferential rights 
were to be; and it was held that these were conditions which could be 
properly introduced into the memorandum of association, and which, 
being introduced there, could not be afterwards departed from and be 
treated as articles of association capable of change. No doubt Fry, U.J., 
relied on The Scarborough Hotel case (ubi supra) to show that provisions 
about preference shares were conditions which could properly be inserted 
in the memorandum of association, but the propriety of the decision 
of Kindersley V.C., in that case was not before the court, and we 
do not regard Ashbury v. Watson (udi supra) as conflicting with any of 
the other decisions of the Court of Appeal, in which Kindersley, 
V.C.’s, decision has been judicially considered. We desire to add 
that we do not base our judgment in this case on the words “‘ with power 
to increase the capital as provided by the articles of association,” 
which are in the memorandum of association. That power would 
have existed under section 12 of the Act if those words had not 
been in the memorandum. We prefcr to rest our decision on the grounds 
above explained. But the words in the memorandum to which we are now 
referring certainly show that the conditions on which new capital was to 
be issued were not to be implied from the memorandum of association, 
but were to be ascertained from the articles; and as these might be 
changed from time to time under the powers conferred by sections 50 and 
51 of the Companies Act, 1862, it would follow from Harrison v. Mexican 
Railway Co. (ubi supra) and other cases like it that the resolutions of 1865 
would be valid, even if the second decision in the Scarborough Hotel case 
(ubi supra) could still be regarded as good law. For the reasons, however, 
which we have given we are of opinion that the second decision in Hutton 
v. Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co. (13 W. R. 631, 2 Dre. & Sm. 521) was wrong, 
and ought not to be followed, and that the decision appealed from must 
be reversed and the resolutions thereby declared to be wétra vires must be 
declared intra vires and valid. If, by declining *o follow the second 
decision in Hutton v. Scarborough Cliff Hotel Co. (udi supra) we were 
disturbing titles or embarrassing trade or commerce, we should treat it 
as one of those decisions which, though —e it would be mischievous 
to overrule. But such is not the case; and it is desirable, from all points 
of view, to remove from companies a fetter which ought never to have 
been imposed upon them, and which in practice has been got rid of by 





skilled draftemen by the insertion of power to issue preference shares in 
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articles of association or the memorandum of association 


the 
iteelf. devices will no longer be A 

It was arranged that the costs of all parties, both before Kekewich, J., 
and in the Court of Appeal, should be by the company. Appeal 
allowed.—Covunsst, Warrington, Q.C., and A. R. Kirby ; Ogden Lawrence, 
Q.C., and Eustace Smith. Soutcrrors, Blyth, Dutton, Hartley, $ Blyth. 


[Reported by W, Suaticross Gopparp, Barrister-at-Law. | 





fut 
High Court—Chancery Division. /? 
SEAWARD v. PATERSON. North, J. 9th Feb, 


Breach or Covenant—Insunction—ArpInec AND ARBBTTING BREACH OF 
InsUNCTION. 


In this action an injunction was granted restraining Paterson, his 
servants and agents, from ccmmit a breach of the covenants con- 
tained in a lease of premises in Fetter-lane by holding boxing competi- 
tions there. A motion was now made to commit the defendant Paterson, 
a servant of his named Shepherd, and Murray, who was said to have aided 
and abetted the breach of the injunction. 

Norn, J., referred to the evidence, and said that there was sufficient 
evidence of annoyance and disturbance, and continued? The first defen- 
dant is the lessee of the premises, and, after the injunction, it was his 
duty to prevent a breach—the contempt of court in his case is clear. Then 
as to Shepherd, from his affidavit it appears that he was employed at the 
two performances of the 19th and 2lst of October, and t he was a 
servant either to Murray or Paterson. He assisted in what took place, 
and shared in Paterson’s disobedience to the order with which he had been 
served ; besides which it is absurd to suppose that a man employed on the 
premises did not know that both at the interlocutory app on and at 
the trial injunctions were obtained. Murray was present on both occa- 
sions, but being present alone would not be enough. It appears that 
Paterson offered to take the premises in 1895, and when references were 
required he gave eg omy | as one, and Murray’s as another. 
Paterson says that he has had no control of the prem since the order, 
and that Murray took possession immediately after the lease. He says he 
became lessee at Murray’s request, and that Murray instructed the solici- 
tor to defend the action. It is proved that Murray paid money for rent, 
for furniture, and for altering the club so as to make it suitable for bo le 
It is said that he is not a party to the action, and that the injunction 
only against Paterson, his servants and agents. Wellesley v. Earl of Morning- 
ton (11 Beav. 180) shews, indeed, that he cannot be committed for breach 
of the injunction ; but the same case (11 Beav. p. 181) shews that a person 
may be committed for contempt for aiding abetting abreach. All 
must be committed for contempt, but Shepherd ought to be released at 
the end of a fortnight and the other two at the expiration of a month.— 
CounseL, Swinfen Eady, Q.C., and Methold; Seward Brice, Q.C., and 
Stephen Lynch. Soutcrrors, Proudfoot ¢ Chaplin; Norris ¢ Son. 

[Reported by G. B. Hamritoy, Barrister-at-Law.1 


THE MAYOR, &c., OF WEST HARTLEPOOL v. ROBINSON. Stirling, J. 
10th and 15th Dec., 30th Jan. 


Pustic Heattu—Locat Act—Cuarces ror Pavinc—Trespass—Werst 
Hartieroo, Extension AND Improvement Act, 1870 (33 & 34 Vicr. c. 
113), s. 80. 


Summons. This was an application by the Corporation of West 
Hartlepool to enforce against certain lands belonging to the defendant and 
abutting on two streets, known as Murray-street and Sandringham-road 

in respect of pavin the streets uestion 
The defendant rai ous defences, and in ic con ed that 
the order for paving and sewering the roads in question was inoperative 
as far as he was concerned, as he could not have executed the works 
ordered without committing trespass. The whole case turned on the con- 
struction of the local Act, which was substantially the same as the Public 
Health Act, 1875. The short facts were as follow: Theroads in question 
were 0 y 18ft. wide, none of this 18ft. of road being on the defen- 
dant’s land, and there was an agreement under which the defendant was 
to contribute a sufficient portion of land to increase the width to 36ft. 
| In January, 1892, an order was made for the paving and sewering of the 
| streets in question, being 18{t. wide, and notice of this order was served 
| on the defendant and other owners. The works were executed by the 
} oo ration and the cost apportioned. It appeared that the defendant 
ud thrown the agreed portion of his land into the road, making it 36ft. 
wide, and done the necessary work of paving, &c., on that portion, and 
that the present summons was taken out in respect of the apportioned 
cost of making the 18ft. of road which was not on his land. 

Srretine, J., said that section 80 of the local Act, which imposed the 
liability on the owners, said nothing as to the land on which the works 
were to be executed. It did not tay that the work must be executed on 
land belonging to the owners of ‘‘ the buildings and lands in the street.” 
It was true that as a rule owners of lands abutting on a street were 
owners of the soil, but the rule was ony to many exceptions of which 
the Legislature must be taken to have been aware, and for which it had 
not thought fit to provide. The Act had imposed on whose lands 
abutted on a street certain duties for the discharge of which it was 
necessary they should enter on the street, and those duties were imposed 
irrespective of the circumstance whether those persons were or were not 
the owners of the soil of the street. It seemed to him , that 
acts done in due discharge of those duties could not constitute a le 
—CounsEt, Buckley, Q-0., and C-B-Druee;-Graham Hastings, Q.C., and 
Strachan, Q.C. Soxscrrors, Boker, Lees, ¢ Postlethwaite, tor Higson Simpson, 


West eae Bell, Brodrick, § Gray, tor Harrison ¢ Barker, West 


{Reported by J. I. Stiaiixa, Barrister-at-Law.} 





Winding-up Cases. 


BRIGHTON MARINE PALACE AND PIER CO. Byrne, J., sitting for 
Vaughan Williams, J. 8th Feb. 


Company—Wiunpinc-up—CrepiTor AND CompaANy APPRaRING BY THE SAME 
Soxicrrons—* Usvat Onpsr ”—Serarate 


On a former occasion a compulsory order to wind up the company had 
bam ate WO Oe ee = m we 
posed the peti Certain creditors support petition 
appeared by the same solicitors as the > 

ence been disallowed. aS for their costs, contend 


| 
; 


tion. 

ian, J., held that Vaughan Williams, J., had laid down a rule 

eo ey 
e@ same 80 as or company they 

opp etitiod to have separate costs, that he not refase to 

that practice. A on refused.—CounssL, Kenyon Parker ; Eve, 

and Ingpen ; Astbury, QC., and Method; H. Reed, Q.0., 

Soxrcrrors, Bolton ¢ Co.; J. T. Rossiter ; Boxall § Boxall. 

[Reported by C, W. Mzan, Barrister-at-Law. | 


eH 


E 
ES 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 

Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN THE IPSWICH AND STOWMARKET 
NAVIGATION AND THE EAST SUFFOLK COUNTY COUNCIL. Div. 
Court. 5th Feb. 

Arpirration—Liapitiry To Continur To Reparr Certain Puniic Barnors 
—Evipence or PgerrormMance or Duty ror Yrars Past—ALTERATION IN 
CHARACTER OF THE Dury—Apwisstnriiry or Sucu Evrpgnce py ARBITRA- 
tor To Ratss Presumption or Leoat Lrastiry. 


Special case stated by arbitrator. The question in ute was as to 
the liability of the ve parties to re certain over the 
River Gipping. The arbitrator Pate. Channell, Q.C.) decided that the navi- 
gation trustees were liable, and in arriving at his decision 
he had treated evidence of repairs by the trustees in years back, of which 
no records were now in existencé, as raising a legal presumption that they 
were liable, and not merely as evidence upon which he ought to find an 
inference of fact. The main question for the decision of the court was 
whether the arbitrator was 
Act of 30 Geo. 3, c. lvii, 1790, certain persons were 
make a navigable communicati 
market on the River Gipping and Ipswich. 
provisions of the Act, straightened and deepened the river and made it 
navigable between the two points mentioned. The bridges which existed 
at that time were undoubtedly altered, if not rebuilt, when the naviga- 
tion was made, and the arbitrator found that the b: now in ques 
were of public utility and on old public ey o record could be 

solani fo shew that they had at any time repaired by the county. 

m the other hand evidence was given that the repairs had 
been done from 1790 down to 1885 at the expense either of 
Att ay Fe ey Farag’ on Whe taantion, wae 
After 1885 the ex of re ly on Ww 
decided to raise the question in court whether they or the county council 
were liable to do so on the true construction of the Act of Parliament, 
which clearly laid down that the navigation should be answerable for 
such bridges as had been erected b; 
the bridges ‘‘ altered, enlarged, or extended’? remaining 
passing of the Act, in the local authority. There was no 
the three bridges in question had been erected by 
they therefore submitted that in respoct 
Further, they contended that the onpeting 
was caused from mistake, or from ignorance of the extent 
liability, and would not preclude them from setting up the true construc 
tion of the Act. The question whether the arbitrator was right in deciding 
against the trustees turned on the correctness of his jadgment as set ou 
by him in paragraph 13 of the special case : 
(the arbitrator) was Se that where an exceptional state of 


5 


Ff 
Ht 
EE 
iF FEE 


is proved to have exis ‘ormerly for a long of years, it is t 
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= should tell him that he was. On that direction I, as juryman, 
8 id io inferences, but if I were told that I ought not to draw 
inferences unless I believed the facts existed, I should not do so. Looking 
at the question as one of fact only, I think that a mistake or op og 
of duty by the officers or servants of the trustees is quite as likely to be 
the reason why the bridges were repaired by the trustees as that the facts 
existed, which, upon the true construction of the Act of Parliament, 
would have obli the trustees to do the repairs.’’ 

Tue Covrt (Potiock, B., and Kennepy, J.) upheld the decision of the 
arbitrator. In their opinion the weight of evidence tendered by each 
party being practically equal, the arbitrator was right in seeking to turn 
the scale by making the presumption he did, and treating the evidence 
given as shewing upon whom the liability should fall in consequence of 
the acts of either party. The trustees, not being private individuals, 
must be taken to have always spent their money carefully and in accord- 
ance with their statutory obligations. It was a well established principle 
that in cases of this kind such evidence as was here tendered amounted 
to a legal presumption on which, in the absence of rebutting evidence, 
the jury or arbitrator mightact. Whena public duty had to be carried 
out at the cost of someone, the fact that a particular public body had for 
many years done ro gave rise to the presumption that that body was 4 
rightly doing it. Cases in which the courts had recognized this — 
‘were numerous, and authorities shewed that generally where a partic 
public body had borne a burden and performed a public duty the charac- 
ter of which was subsequently altered by the powers entrusted by Act of 
Parliament to another body, then the latter from that time became the 
party liable for the continuance of the performence of that duty to the 
public. For these reasons the court held that the county council were 
not liable to repair the bridges.—Covnset, Haldane, Q.C., Pickard, and 
Blofeld, for the Navigation; Jelf, Q C., Poyser, and A. M. Tolbot, for the 
County Council. Soricrroxs, Haywards § Peecock, Needham Market ; 
White, Borreti, § Co., for A. Townsend Cobbold, Ipswich. 


[Reported by Exsxinz Rei, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MURDOCK AND CAMERON v. THE MAYOR, &c, OF BOURNEMOUTH. 
Div. Court. 5th Feb. 


Practice—Aprrgat rrom A Dgctston or AN OFFicra —LEAVE TO 
OUR PPEAL—JvupicATURE Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. 
c. 16), 8. 1, suB-section 5. 


Appeal by the plaintiffs from a decision of Mr. Edward Ridley, who, 

ler of the court, had tried this case, which was a question of 

ween the parties, by which he directed judgment to be entered 

for the defendants for £173 105., with costs to the plaintiffs, except the 

Meet eg. Meee which were to be defendants’ costs. The 
rego 


given the respondents a general notice that they 
al, were doubtful wetter or not, by section 1, sub- 
section 5, of the Judicature Act, 1894, it was n for them, before 
going to the Court of Appeal, to obtain leave to appeal thereto from the 
ames ry Court. That section is as follows : ‘‘In all cases where there 

a t of ap to the High Court from any court or person, the 
ap shall be heard and determined by a Divisional Court constituted as 
may be prescribed by the Rules of Court; and the determination thereof 
by the Divisional Court shall be final, unless leave to appeal is given by that 
court or by the Court of Appeal.’’ Cotnsél for the appellants stated that 
there Was authority for saying that the section did not apply to an appeal 
from a judge of the High Court. He submitted that the word ‘‘ pereon”’ in 
the section, while applying to the decision of an arbitrator, did not apply 
to the case of an official referee. He therefore asked for leave to appeal if 
such leave were necessary. There was no decision on the point, and he 
believed this question of practice had never before been raised (see R. 8. C.. 
p- 151). Counsel for the respondents eaid he did not desire to oppose the 
application. 

‘oLLock, B.—We think it best to decide your application in this way. 
We give you leave to appeal if the Court of, Appeal considers that such 
leave is necessary. For myself I think it is not necessary. If it be a 
ow of practice upon which there is, as has been stated, no precedent, 

should personally much like the Court of Appeal to decide upon it. 

Brucz, J.—I concur in thinking that no leave is necessary from this 
court. If counsel can get the Court of Appeal to say whether the opinion 
we have expressed is right or wrong during the arguments, they will 
have done something to settle a point of practice which curiously enough 
seems never to have been raised before.—Counszt, Lowenthal; Foote. 
Soxicrrons, J. FE. ¢ H. Scott ; Lovell, Son, § Pitfield, for J. ¢ W. H. Druitt, 
Bournemouth. 





















[Reported by Ersxixz Rerp, Barrister-at-Law. } 


BRETT v. ROGERS. Div. Court. 19th and 29th Jan. 


LANDLORD AND TENANT—Lease—Covenant By Laessez tro Pay “ Duries 
Iupossp mm Respecr or tue Premises”—Derecrive Dratmnacre— 
ABATEMENT OF Nutsance ny Orper or Vestry—Lianmiry or TENANT 
—Expenses Incurnrep in Carryinc out THE OnpEr. 


This was an appeal by the defendant from the county court. The 
plaintiff, the landlord, was required by the vestry by virtue of the powers 
conferred on them by the Public Health Act, 1891, to abate a nuisance 
arising from the state of the drains of a house of which he was the owner 
and the defendant the tenant, and he was required to take up the 
defective drain and lay a proper drain throughout the premises. The 


sewers, rates, and all other taxes, duties, assessments, and im ic 
Parliamentary, parochial, or otherwise, which there were or should at 
time during the demise be assessed or imposed on or in respect of 
demised premises.” The county court judge held that under 
covenant the defendant was liable, and gave judgment for the plain 
The defendant now appealed. It was contended on his behalf that he 
not liable, and that the present case must be distinguished from Budd y, 
Marshall (29 W. R. 148, 5 C. P. D. 481). The following cases were cited # 
Smith v. Robinson (1893, 2 Q. B. 53), Payne v. Burridge (12 M. & W. 727) 
Tidswell v. Witworth (15 W. R. 427, L. R. 2. P. 326), Clayton v. Smith 
(11 Times L. R. 374). Hill v. Edward (1 Times L. R. 253), Aldridge y¥, 
Ferne (34 W. R. 578, 17 Q. B. D. 212), Hartley v. Hudson (4 0. P. D. 3675 
Cur. adv. vult. : 
Jan. 29.—Tue Court (Wnicur and Bruce, JJ.) dismissed the appeal. 
The judgment of the court was read by Bruce, J.: The obligation’ 
imposed upon the landlord to take up the defective drain and lay a new 
one was a duty imposed upon him in respect of the demised premises ang 
so came within the words of the covenant. The case could not be disti 
guished from Payne v. Burridge, which was followed by Sweet v. Sea 
(5 W. R. 560, 2 C. B. N. 8. 119). The governing word in the covenant ig; 
the present case was ‘‘ duties” (see Thompson v. Lapworth, 16 W.R. 319%) 
L. R.3 0. P. 149). The expenses were incurred by virtue of a duty 

imposed in respect of the premises. The words ‘‘in respect of 
premises ’’ were used in the covenant in contradistinction to the wo 
** on the premises.’’ A duty imposed in respect of the premises must be 

imposed upon some person in respect of the premises, and this com 
within the meaning of the covenant. The following cases were refe 
to in the course of the judgment: Rawlins v. Briggs (27 W. R. 138, 3 OF 
P. D. 368), Allum v. Dickinson (30 W. R. 930, 9 Q. B. D. 632), With 
v. Collyer (32 W.R. 614,13Q.B.D.1). It would be going contrary to 
current of the decisions if they (the learned judges) were to hold that th 
words in the covenant ‘‘ duties imposed in respect of the premises’’ we 
not wide enough in scope to entitle the plaintiff to recover in the prese 
action. Appeal di sed.—CounssL, Archibald Brown; Haldensteing 
Soxicrrors, Stevenson ¢ Colbourne ; Smith § Rydon. q 
[Reported by E. G. Sr1:uwett, Barrister-at-Law. } 


LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
InTERMEDIATE EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whose names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Intermediate Examination held on the 21st of January, 
1897. 9 
Addison, Gerald Lacy Fisher, William Rowland, B.A.< 
Andrews, Reginald Henry Edward Foat, Sidney Thomas 

Desborough Foster, Charles Bertram, B.A. 
Atkey, Sidney Charles, B.A. Fountuine, Arthur Clifford 
Atter, Charles Fox, Charles Richard Dacre 
Awdry, John West Freeman, Alfred William ; 
Barker, Wilfrid Wildsmith Gooding, Frank i 
Barrett, Henry George Gould, Henry Norman 
Barron, Walter Edwin Green, Andrew 
Beavan, Thomas Nicholls Green, Walter Howard 
Bere, Frank Wentworth, M.A. Grenside, Henry Ralph 
Berkeley, George EPrackenbury Grindrod, Charles Oswald 

Hodson Gunn, Herbert Oswald, B.A. 
Berry, Charles Haines, John Wilton 
Bewes, Leonard Henry Hammond, Hugh 
Blair, John Harley, Edward Mortimer 





Bolton, Frederick William George Harlow Jonathan 
Bradshaw, Thomas Claridge Hartley, Frank 

Brown, Charles Ernest lvon Hilbery, Henry Moncaster 
Bryan, John Hinton Hislop, Geoftre 


y 
Holt, Edward Haworth Whittell 
Hooker, James Ayerst Howard E 
Hotson, John Herbert, B.A. J 
Howells, Alfred Thomas x 


Bullock, John Cooper 
Burchell, Alfred William 
Burgess, Edwin Ernest 
Burgess, Robert Percy Howard 


Burrough, William George Hughes, Herbert Athelstan 


Byfield, Bertram Dickinson Humphrey, Reginald Montague” 
Bygott, William Humphrey William ‘ 
Carver, Frank Tom Hunt, Arthur Patrick q 
Chadwick, Tom 5 Hunt, Frederick Giles 5 
Calley, John Herbert, B.A. Ince, John Oscar 2 
Connor, Edward Arthur Ivens, Alfred Hubert % 
Cork, John Sydney, B.A. Jackson, William F 
Crofton, John Ffolliott Johnson, Herbert a 
Cross, Cecil Woodrow Johnstone, James, B.A. < 
Cuthbert, John Jones, Hywel Owen, B.A. : 
Danger, Thomas Instone Jones, Reginald Cecil 3 
Davidson, James Dougjas Jordan, John Richard a 
Davies, Ellis William Kaye, Arnold Joseph ey 
Davies, George Keates, Gerald °° 
Day, William Rogers Kedge, Robert Watson g 
De Frece, Alfred Kirby, Henry John Alexander 


Down, Francis Patton 


Kunhardt, Ferdinand Henry # 
Dunn, Wilfrid a 


Latham, Arderne Mere, B.A. 





plaintiff did the work as required by the vestry and in so doing incurred 
an expense of £43 18s. He brought his action to recover this sum from 
the defendant, who was tenant of the premises under a lease, containing 
@ covenant by which the tenant covenanted to pay “‘ the yearly rent with- 
land tax 


out any deduction or abatement whatsoever, and to pay 


Lear, Charles Roberts 

Lee, Charles Wilfrid 3 
Lewis, Henry 
Little, Lawrence Henry : 


Duxbury, Yates 

Evans, Ernest Robert 
Evans, Tbomas Pughe 
Findeisen, Alfred Gustave 


Feb. 13, 1897. | 
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Spencer, Edward Smith 

Spooner, Guy Leopold 

Steward, Frederic Rudston 
Stops, John Faulkner 


hurst, Alexander Dalgairns 
Iovell, Charles Eiward 
lowe, Octavius Bernard 
Lye, Reginald Philip 


i jaxmoore, Launcelot Alfred, B.A. Storr, Paul 


, Jasper Stow, Ernest Charles Sargeant 
Maguinness, Alban Davenport Strettou, Joseph Hope 
Marsden, Edward Swayne, George Champeney 
Mason, James Ernest Sword, Horatio Broadhurst Dennis- 
Meadows, William toun 
Millar, James Sword, John Gow Dennistoun 
Miller, William John Watts Symes, Reginald Anthony Colmer 
Mills, Frederick Fletcher Taylor, Cecil George 
Moore, Ernest ‘Ticehurst, Frederic Gorham 

n, Thomas Aaron Toft, Thomas 

Morland, William Thornhill Tucker, Harlowe Thomas Ford 
Morris, William Francis Tuannard, Conolly Norman 
Needham, Henry Charlesworth Turner, Henry Hawkins, B.A. 
Neville, John Herbert Vanderpump, Paul George 
Olivey, James. Walford, Lionel Julian 
Oram, Abel John Henry Wallington, Hubert Joseph 
Page, Dudley Stuart Warner, William Charles 
Parry, Hubert, B.A. Watson, Harold Collier 
Phillipps, John Clement Watts, Ralph Jackson 
Pritchard, Malcolm Arthur Waugh, Edgar Newton 
Radcliffe, Joseph Greaves Webster, Baron Dickinson 
Rastall, Herbert George Weddall. Thomas Noel Robiason 
Rawlins, Frederick Percy Finch White, Frank 


Mortlock Whitehead, James Crompton 
Riddett, Arthur Elliott Williams, Edward Walter Vaughan 
Rigby, William B.A 


Wilson, George Herbert, B.A. 
Wilson, Joseph 

Wisbey, Percy Francis 

Wood, Bertram Wilmot 

Wood, Frank Henry 

Woodhouse, Harold James Selborne 
Wright, Charles Dawson 

Wright, Hubert 

Wyld, Henry Calcraft 


Rising, Arthur Preston, B.A. 
Roberts, Charles Ernest 
Robinson, Henry 

unt, Frederick Lawrence 
Scard, Herbert Cowper 
Schofield, Simeon 
Scorer, Charles Reynolds 
Scott, Frederic Heslop 
Smith, Francis Orton, B.A. 
Smith, Vivian Francis Crowther 





Fivat EXAMINATION. 


The following candidates (whoze names are in alphabetical order) were 
successful at the Final Examination held on the 19th and 20th January, 
1897. 

Aspden, Daniel Morris 
Atkinson, Charles 

Bailey, Wilfrid Ormrod, B.A. 
Bainos, Peter Ellis Eyton 
Baker, Arthur Edgcumbe, B.A 
Barlow, Evan 

Barrett, Herbert Roper 
Bawtree, John Francis 
Beavon, Alfred Roger 

Beesley, Eustace Barton 
Birch, John Boschetti 

Blew, William John Bernard 


Glyn, Hugh Douglas, B.A. 

Greaves, Alfred Ernest 

Griffith, Rowland Parry 

Gunn, Alfred Saunders 

Hall, James, B.A. 

Hanbury, Arthur Walter Lempriere 

Hancock, George Coulter 

Higgins, Henry Vincent - 

Hines, Charles William 

Hollis, George Mercer 

Hopton, Ulric 

Hossack, Anthony Herry, B.A. 

Bradley, William Herbert Cecil Howe, William John Bloomfield 

Bretherton, Edward Gordon Hursthouse, Henry 

aa, Charles Ernest Christopher, Isaac, Edward Swinton Wodehouse, 
A 


B.A. 
Jackson, Donaldson Bell 


Bryant, Henry Chandos, B.A. 
Johnson, Francis Woods 


Burch, Thomas William 


Carless, Wilfrid Townshend Jones, Henry 
Clapham, Henry Sheffield Judson, Henry Darnton 
Clements, Herbert William Kevill, Thomas Halliwell 


Collis, Frederick Orton 
Coltman, Thomas Lister, B.A. 
Cran, George Rose 

D’ Alessio, Albert Patrick, B.A. 
Daniel, Archibald 


enry 
Davies, Charles Robert, B.A. 
Davies, William Thomas 
Day, Henry George Cyril, B.A 


King, Charles Kirwan, M.A. 
Kitchingman, William Ernest, B.A. 
Kitson, Henry Lane 

Lan Herbert Alfred, M.A., 


Lee, Arthur Herbert 
Leman, Herbert Mayo, B.A., LL.B. 
Albert 


Mander, Harry Iliffe 


Deane, Henry John Marris, Tom 

Dixon, Charles Percy Martin, William Harold 

Dymond, Robert Mason, Harold Percy, LL.B. 
son, John Massey, Arthur F 

Eccles, Malcolm Meggitt, Joseph Bloom 


Evans, John Owen Griffith Pugh 
Farr, William Edward Morton, Albert 
Farwell, Frederick Arthur Myer, Ernest Alex 
Feltham, Harold Stanley Kirkman Nix, Henry John 


Metcalfe, Thomas Davis 


Field, Frank Osbaldiston orth, Harold George 
Forwood, William Miles Moss, B.A. North, Leonard Alfred Lauraine 
Fowler, ow a . Nutt, poems Hubert 

ercy Ollivan 0; atkin, B.A. 
Francis, William Watkins , Edwin Charles 


Franklin, Francis Aldis 
Franke, Arthur James Peile, Frank Kitchener, B.A. 


Pile, Somme Henry Hudeon, B.A. Talboys, Harold Ivo 

Prentice, John Manning, B.A. Taylor, Domville Mascie 

Preston, Oecil Evans Teesdale, 

Preston, Harold George Eustace 

Price, Arthur Woodfine 

Prior, Gilbert Marshall, B.A., LL.B. Tilly, Thomas Ponsonby, B.A. 

Pritchard, Henry Gibbon Upton, Thomas Everard Tichborne 

Pullan, Walter albrook, Angus Fraser Oakley 

Redhead, Claude Edward Allen Wedd, Henry George, B.A. 

Robertson, William Alexander, Weir, Clement Burnett, M.A. 
B.A, Welton, George 

Scrope, Stephen Francis Eustace # Wild, James Herbert 

Scruton, Walter Wildey- Wright, Frank Jarvis Arnot 

Seaman, Charles Hubert Alfred Wilkin, Henry Eugene 

Skinner, Frederick Herbert Williams, Edward Percy 

Smallehaw, William Henry Birrell Williams, Jenkin Rees 

Sneath, Frederick Charles Russia Williamson, Arthur Peel 

Spencer, Edmund Tyndale Williamson, Frauk 

Stenning, Kdward Herbert Wilson, Henry Barker 

Stephen, Lessel Palmer, B.A. Wood, John Crewe 

Storey, Frank Dakers Wood, 

Swallow, Isaac Harrinson, B.A. Wood, W: Wilson, B.A. 

Swanwick, Eric Drayton, B.A. Young, John Joseph Baldwin 

Syrett, Clarence Goullee ——— 


LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law Srupents’ Denatinc Socrety.—January 19th.—Chairman, Mr. 
Seager Berry.—The subject for debate was ‘That international 
bimetallism is practicable desirable.’” Mr. Henry McNeil (the 
secretary of the Bimetallic League) opened in the affirmative, and the 
Hon. George Peel (the secretary of the Gold Standard Defence Associa- 
tion) opened in the negative. The follo members also e: Messrs. 
A. W. Watson, J. 8. Wilkinson, Neville Tebbutt, Smith, H. R. Beeton, 
C. Herbert Smith, Hamilton, Fox. The motion was lost by eight 
votes. 

January 26th.—Chairman, Mr. A. Hair.—The subject for debate was ; 
‘“‘'That the case of Elgood v. Harris (1896, 2 Q. B. 401) was wrongly 
decided.’’ Mr. T. Douglas opened in the affirmative; Mr. R. H. Arm- 
strong seconded in the affirmative. Mr. Nimmo opened in the negative ; 
Mr. Lurn seconded in the negative. The following members also : 
re gee W.H. Jones, Vickers, H: Fox, Hudson, N. Tebbutt, 
A. E. e. 


NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTION, 
Orpsr or Court. 
Friday, the 5th day of February, 1897. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord h Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the action mentioned in the schedule 
bereto shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan 


Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice North (1897—L.—No. 52). 
In re The Llandudno Brick Co. (Limited) David Jones and others v The 
Llandudno Brick Co. (Limited). 
Hatszvry, O. 








LEGAL NEWS. 

: APPOINTMENTS. _ 
Mr. Arruvr Batpwty, of the firm of J. N. Mason & Co., solicitors, of 
32, Gresham-street, E.C., has been appointed a Commissioner for Oaths. 
Mr. Encar J. Excoon, barrister, has been ted by the Council of 

Legal Education to be a member of the of Examiners. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
Disso.vrion. 


Cuartes Avoustus Fox and Epwarp Gorpon Oattenper (Fox & Cal- 
lender), solicitors, Beckenham, Kent. Jan. 29. (Gazette, Feb. 9. 


GENERAL, 
The vote of thanks to the President at the last meeting of the I - 
a Mr. Francis Miller, not by Mr. Delton 
Miller, as stated in our ¢ 


Sir Charles Hall, Q.C., M.P., who is suffering from malarial fever, is 
still confined to his room, but his condition is stated to shew a slight 


[a : 
tis announced that the Law Courts branch of the Solicitors’ Depart- 


ment of the of which Mr. Hare is the will very 
shortly have offices ded for it at the Royal Coucte of Sustice. The 
to be allotted f are those 
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politicians of both parties were present. An address of congratulation 
was presented to Mr. M’Connell. 

On the 5th inst., says the Times, two applications were made to the 
Lord Chief Justice to postpone cases which were coming on for trial. His 
lordship said these rom had become quite remarkable. There 
were constant complaints that causes were not tried, and now he had 
hundreds of applications to postpone cases that were coming on. As the 
parties on both sides agreed, he granted the application. 

The St. James’s Gazette says that the Lord Chancellor and Lady 
Halsbury, accompanied by the Hon. Evelyn Giffard, will pay a visit to 
the Lord-Lieutenant of Ireland and Countess Cadogan at Dublin Castle 
next month. The visit is interesting, because it is the first instance of 
a Lord Chancellor going beyond the ‘‘ four seas’’ while Parliament is in 
session. The Great Seal will, it is understood, not accompany Lord 
Halsbury, but be put in commission. 

The annual meeting of the Municipal Officers’ Association was held on 
the 9th inst., under the presidency of Mr. H. Homewood Crawford (City 
Solicitor). Mr. A. W. J. Russe!l (chairman of the executive council), in 
moving the acloption of the report, said there has been a steady increase 
in the membership of the association during the past year both in London 
and in the provinces. At the present time their members numbered 
nearly 700. Mr. J. Foot seconded the motion, and after some remarks 
from the chairman on the question of the superannuation of officers, it 
was carried unanimously. 

In the House of Commons on the 8th inst., in answer to Mr. Herbert 
Roberts, Mr. Chaplin said: I am aware that questions have arisen with 
regard to the custody of dcecuments under sub-section (8) of section 17 
of the Local Government Act, 1894. The Act contemplated that this 
would be the case, and has provided that any questions as to such custody 
shall be determined by the county council. The Local Government 
Board have no jurisdiction to determine questions as regards the tithe- 
map, and it has been their practice to inform parish councils to this 
effect. Iam adviecd that tithe-maps are under the Tithe Commutation 
Act, 1886, to be kept “‘ with the public books, writings, and papers of the 
parish,”’ and the sub-section to which I have referred requires, therefore, 
that they shall either remain in their existing custody or be deposited in 
such custody as the parish council may direct. 

The recent changes introduced by Sir John Scott in the judicial organi- 
zation of Egypt, says the Times, offer an increased field of enterprise to 
young English barristers who do not object to expatriation. In addition 
to the three English judicial posts which have existed in the mixed 
tribunals since their creation, the appointments to which English 
lawyers are eligible in the native trib s have now been increased to 

- At present all the posts are filled up. But vacancies must 

ly occur, and a certain amount of special preparation is necessary 
on account of the conditions of nomination. In both the mixed and 
native tribunals the law administered is based on the French system, and 
consequently a sound knowledge of French law is required for efficiency. 
In the native courts the judicial language is Arabic, and a knowledge of 
that language is necessary. The posts are as follows: One judge of appeal 
(mixed tribunals), salary, £1,920; two judges first instance, salary, 
£1,440; ten judges of appeal (native tribunals), salary, £1,000; three 
judges first instance, salary, £700. 


COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rora or Reaistnars in ATTENDANCE ON 








Appgat Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Norra. Stimuins. 
Mr. King Mr. Leach Mr. Godfrey 
Parmer Beal Rolt 
King Leach Godfrey 
Parmer Beal Rolt 
King Leach Godfrey 
Farmer Beal Rolt 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Kexewicnu. Romer. Byrye. 
Mr. Carrington Mr. Ward Mr. Lavie 
Jackson Pem Pugh 
Carrington Ward Lavie 
Jackson Pemberton Pugh 
Carrington Ward Lavie 





Jackson Pemberton Pugh 





Wanxnine To rnrenpixc Hovsr Purcuasers AND Lesszes.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Exemined, Tested, and Reported Upon by an Expert from Messrs, Carter 
Bros., 65, Victoria-street. Westminster. Fee quoted on receipt of full 
particulars. (Established 21 years.)—[Apvr. | 








THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 
Feb. 18.—Messrs. H. E. Foster & Crayrizxp, at the Mart, at 2 p.m : 
REVERSIONS : 


To one-seventh of » Trust Estate, value £16,315, invested in Railway Etock ; 
gentleman -— 70 and lady aged 69. Solicitor, J. H. Hortin, London. < 
To one-fourth a Trust Fund, value £12,350, invested on Mortgage and in 
Coneols; lady aged 68. Solicitors, Messrs. Gill, Archer, Maples, & Dun, 


To Two Leasehold H per ; gentleman 61 and 
wa 73 Tat <_-* £66 annum ; gen aged 

a 
Langham, Son, & Douglas, 


af 

To five twenty-seconds of a Trust Fund, value £9,990; lady aged 63. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Meas & Fowler, London. , . 

To one-fifth of a Trust Estate, value £6,888; lady azea 62, provided 


85 survive her : with policy. Solicitors, P_ Collings & Co., London. “= 


aged 
To one-fourth shure of F producing £388 15s. ; 
aged 61. Solicitor, H. K. Avory, London. ae 


To one Moiety of Leasehold ey at Islington, producing £135 per . 
. Solicitors, Crosse fens, Laaton” ” ata 


LIFR INTEREST: 


In £42 -s per annum, Cont — age a ah £1,380 —_—- and a Half 
. way > wi : a 48. Solicitors. Messrs 
uglas, Norman, & Co.. yon ae ’ ess 
STALL at the Royal Albert Hall. 
POLICIES OF ASSURANCE: 
For eae, £4,000, £1,500, £1,000, £500. Solicitors, Messrs. King, Wigg, & Oo, 


ion. 
For £2,000 in the Law Union and Crown ; life aged 64. Solicitor, C. J. R. Souda. 
more, London. 
For £2,000 and £1,000. Solicitors, Messrs. Holdsworth & Payne, London. 
- Fa Gee: life aged 48. Solicitors, Messrs. Russell, Son, & Cumming, London, 
, &e. 
See Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cranfield’s advertisement on the back page of this issue, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Faipay, Feb. 5. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luorep rm Caanorry. 


Ayti-Faicrion Bau. Co, Liurren—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, to send 
their names and addresses, and the culars of their debts or claims, to %. D. Turrell 
and Palk, care of Messrs King & Co, 105, Colmore-row, Birmingham. Smith & 
Birmingham. solors for liquidators. The above my is in liquidation on the sale 
the business to the Raglan Cycle and Anti-Friction Co, Limited 

Barrisn Usion Insunanc= Co, Limrtep—Creditors are required, on or before March 19, 
to send their names and addresses to John Croisdale Kirk, Charles Edward Parsons, 
and Henry Oscar futherin, at 3, Eastcheap. Greenop & Co, Victoria st, Westminster, 
solors for the liquidators = 

Brows, Micugt, & Pacr, Limrrzep—Petn for winding up, presented Jan 28, directed to 
be heard on Monday, Feb 15. E. Kemp Taylor, 62, Lincoln’s inn fields, solor for the — 
petner Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock ig 
the afternoon of Feb 13 

Crown Accipent Insuraxce Co, Liarrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, te 
Gwynn & Masters, 3, All Saints’ ct, Bristol, solors to liquidators : 

Howe Cycie axp Sewise Macuine Co, Luatep—Petn presented Dec 21, directed to be 
heard on Monday, Feb 15. Linklater & Co, 2, Bond ct, Walbrook, solors for petner, 
N eave of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 2 o’clock in the after 
noon of Feb 1 

Imeertan West Argican Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 20, te 
send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Alfred 
Dobell, B 21, Liverpool and London chbrs, Liv , 

Lixcoty Conservative Worxina Mey’s Crus Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on 
or before April 6, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts 
or claims, to Henry Kirke Hebb, Silver st, Lincoln 

Sranparp O11 Co or Gaticra, Loursp—Creditors are required, on or before March 5, te 
send their names and ad and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Henry 


Thomas McAuliffe, 27, Billiter bldgs, Billiter st. Slaughter & May, Austin Friars, — 


solors for the liquidator 


Taytor, Cooper, & Bepyeti, Limrrep—Creditors are requi on or before March 10, to : 


send their names and addresses, and the iculars of thei bts or claims, to Mesars. 
Turrall & Palk, care of Messrs. King & Co, 105, Colmore row, Birmingham. Smith & 
Co, Birmingham, solors for the ~~ The above company is in liquidation om 
the sale of the business to the an Cycle and Anti-Friction Co, Limited 

Victoria Temperance Horet Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 

i dresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 
Alfred Perrin, Ashleigh rd, Barnstaple, Devon 

Wurre Hart Hore: Co, Luarep—Petn for winding up will be heard on Monday, Feb 
15. Albert Myers, 3, South sq, Gray’s inn, solor for the petner. Notice of 
must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 13 

London Gasette.—Turspay, Feb. 9. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Luarep rm Caancery. 

Canpirr awp Pewanrn Stream Ferny Co, Limurrep (1 Liquipation)—Creditors are 
required, on or before Feb 17, to send particulars cf their accounts to H. I. Vellacott, 
51, Mount Stuart sq, Cardiff ? 

Gerat Norruzen Suirrixeo Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 31, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to John 
Coull and and James Wishart. Baltic chm! ar mend Newcastle on Tyne. Wilkin- 
son & Marshall, Newcastle on Tyne, solors to liq tors 

Hotmrietp Boot Manvracturtxsa Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
Feb 24, to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, 
to Thomas Henry Walker, Union st, Bradford. Farrar, Bradford, solor for liquidators — 

Honsaam Conn Excuanoe Co, Linrrep—Creditors are required, on or before March 10, 
to send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, w 
Messrs. Agate, Taylor & Thorpe, 9, Carfax, . Coole, Horsham, solor to the 


liq 

Juuia-Tattat Nirrgate Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before March 15, to 
send their names and addresses, and the of their debts or claims, to Mr. 
George Spencer Bankart, 80, Coleman st. Davidson & Morriss, Queen Victoria st, — 
solors for the es 7 

Maanet Dairy Co, Luurep (1s Liquipation)—Creditors are required, on 
March 16, to send in their names é 
claims, to Frederick August Benzi e, 8, Parliament st, Hull © 
Stead & Sibree, Hull, solors to the liq i 

Mavpuiy Srone Sywpicats, Lourep (1x Votuntary Liquipation)—Creditors are Te 


, on or before March 25, to their names and addresses, and the particulas — 


uired 
df their debts and claims, to John Malcolm Macmartin, Billiter sq blags ; 
Miverva Natuess Horse Suoz (Patent) Synxpicate, Limirep—Petn for winding up, 
ited Feb 5, directed to be heard 


presen: b 5, on Feb 22. Collyer & Davis, 12, 
st, solors for the petner. Notice of appearing 


than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Feb 20 3 : 
PuospuaTe DEVELOPMENT AND Finance Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required, on or before 
send and addresses, 


their names and addresses, and 9 pestionlams of thei debts or claime, to F. W. Lanny 
bemmyy ha Cooper, Queen V: st, solor % 
— ipo pry i are required, on or before March 13, to send 5 


names 
60, Watling st. Cooper, Queen Victoria st, solor 
FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 


Barxsiey Donaued Saved Laceane axp Buriat Society, Sailor Boy Inn, New B: 








To five fourths Trust Fund, value £4,800; gentleman aged 72 and 
inty aged 65; with legacy, &e- Solicitors, Messrs. 


a Exp Sate Scrapers’ Sick ano Buatat Society, St Alban’s Schol, Boundary st, ‘ 
Liverpool. Feb3 : 





or before — 
and addresses, and the of their debts or — 
and James 
idators 


must reach the above-named not later 


and the particulars of their debtsor 
Raway Press Co, Leurrso— Creditors are required, on or before March 13. to send — 


and the particulars of their debts or claims, to F. W. Lord, — 





Baysou 


Goppat 


Rix, " 


Sanp. 





897. 

—== 
Solicitorg, 

revi 

adon. 

num ; lady 


er annum ; 


and a Half 
3. Mesars, 


igs, & Co,, 
R. Scuda. 


mn. 
+ London, 


issue, 


0, to send 
D. Turrell 
ith & 

he sale of 


March 19, 
Parsons, 
stminster, 


irected te 
wr for the 
o’ clock ig 
March 31, 
laims, to 


cted to be 
or 
the after. 


rch 20, te 
to Alfred 


uired, on 
eir debts 
arch 5, to 
to Henry 
in Friars, 
rch 10, to 
> Messrs. 

Smith & 
me on 


re March 
claims, to 


nday, Feb 


nn, New 
dary st, 
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CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 


Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Furpay, Jan. 22. 
Raysoucp, Joux, Pensnett, Stafford, Ironmaster Feb 25 Raybould v Turner, Romer, J. 


Deeley, Dudley 
ch London Gasette-—Tuxspar, Jan. 26. 


Avertx, Davip, Hellingly and Hailsham, Sussex, Grocer March 1 Austin v Austin, 
Stirling, a Doyle, New-inn, Strand 

Gopparp, Harry Ropert, Lodden, Norfolk, Yeoman Feb23 Plow v Hayward, Romer, 
J. Ellen, Gt Yarmouth 

Haurrox, Annre Maria, Workington, ea Feb 17 Furness Finance Co v 
McEwen, Romer, J. Thomasset, Walbroo 

Tuourson, Josers, Brampton, Cumberland Deb 27 Latimer v Thompson, Stirling, J. 
Forster, Brampton 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gaszetie, Farpay, Jan. 22. 
Bexsox, Bexsamin, New Mills, Derby March 25 Jowett, Stockpoi 
Browx, Josern, Holloway Feb 20 Hubbard &Co, Cannon st 


Buowxx, Major-General Sir Jauus, KC 81,C B, Quettah, Beloochistan, India Feb 22 
Webb, Bush In 
BaowysmitH, Ev1zasetu, Newbury, Berks Feb 21 Carr & Co, Rood In 


Burnows, Gzonar, Penge, Builder Feb 20 Rowland & Hutchinson, Croydon 


Reson Purzirson, Rev Witti1am Wrens, Foleshill, nr Coventry Feb 28 Leman & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn 
Cuntst1, Mantanye, St Leonards on Sea Feb 20 Martin, Basinghall st 


Ccanx, Evizanetu Hensman, Farndish, Bedford Feb 23 Heygate, Wellingborough 
Gayrorp, Gzorcr, Wellingham, Norfulk, Farmer Feb 22 Cates & Co, Fakenham 
Grace, Wittram, Upton, nr Widnes, Lancs March1 Ridgway & Worsley, Warrington 
Gur, Tazoruu.us, Seaforth, nr Liverpool Feb 28 Evans & Co, Liverpool 

Haxrer, Joun, Wednesbury, Stafford, Fitter March 1 Slater & Co, Darlaston 

Ho.ver, Tuomas, Liverpool, Cotton Broker March8 Miller & Co, Liverpool 

James, Exizanetu, Haverfordwest, Malster Feb 15 Price & Son, Haverfordwest 
Jouxsonx, Rover, Bootle, Lancaster, Ironmonger Feb16 Evans, Liverpool 

Lowax, Cuantes, Warrington Marchi Ridgway & Worsley, Warrington 

Lowax, Samvet, Withington, Lancs March 1 Lingards, Manchester 

Lonspa.z, Craupg, Eastbourne Feb 27 Ramsden & Co, Leadenhall st 

Lucxerr, Hexry Avucustvs, Calne, Wilts March1 Gougb, Calne 

McKewziz, New. Kenyepy, Piccadilly March1 Neish & Co, Watling st 

Mayes, Cuances Suetey, Lowestoft, Carpenter Feb 19 Nicholson, Lowestoft 
Mippietoy, Taomas, Southborough, Kent Feb17 Buss, Tunbridge Wells 

Patwex, Henny Francis, Bethnal Green Feb 22 Cayley, Southampton bldgs, Chan- 


Pits, = road Upper Norwood March 31 Guillaume & Sons, Salisbury sq 

Pirr, Joseru, Coventry, Hotel Proprietor Feb 25 Burman & Rigbey, Birmingham 
Paice, Joux, Birmingham Feb27 Balden & Son, Birmingham 

Rix, Witi1am, East Dereham Marchi Cooper & Norgate, East Dereham 
Roszats, Many, Maes Gwyn Farm, nr Flint Feb1l Hughes & Hughes, Flint 
Rostxson, Janz, Goole, York Marchi England & Son, Goole 

Sanpemay, Epwanp Fraser, Sevenoaks Feb 20 A R & H Steele, College hill 


Romane, Tomes Grorez, Wrotham, Kent, Builder March 1 Stephens & Urmston, 
me 





Scort, Mancaret, Durham March8 Chapman & Son, Durham 
Torn, Ex1zasers, Hartlepool Febi Harrison & Barker, Hartlepool 
Wanegen, Sous, Gtandich with Langiote, anngeies, Seaman Feb 24 Woodeock & Co 


Warts, Wit.14u, Lantwit Major, Glamorgan, Farmer Marchi Miles, Cowbridge 
Wiu1ams, Peren, Pensarn, Denbigh Feb23 Gamlin, & Co, Rhyl 

London Gaszette.—Turspay, Jan. 26. 
Bacaater, Groner, Sherwood, Nottingham March 15 Norledge & Co, Newark 
Barrtisox, Saran, Scarborough March1 Hirst, Dewsbury 
Baris, Ronent, Bingley, Yorks, Grocer March1 Platts, Bingley 
Beprorp, Squire, Wheatley, Halifax, Farmer Feb 20 Day, Halifax 
Buack, Arcurpatp, Antwerp, Belgium, Engineer Feb 16 Spyer & Sons, New Broad st 
Burien, Ayxz Paice, Builth, Brecon March 21 Vaughan Vaughan, Builth 
Bonp, Frayces Jutia, Hove March1 Lee & Pembertons, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Bowxesr, Cuantes Foster, Spalding, Lincoln Feb 5 Calthrop & Bonner, Spalding 
Cuaistiz, Mancanret Janz, Prestwich, Lancaster Feb 28 Oliver & Co, Liverpool 
Cowsg.1, Putiis, Kirknewton, Northumbrid March1 Dickinson & Co, Newcastle upon 


Dawigit, Wiit1am Witserronce, West Bergholt, Essex, Brewer March 16 Goody & 
Son, Colchester 


Dong, Joux, Stratford, Coppersmith Marech1 Lickorish & Co, Queen Victoria +t 
Dorre.t, Wii114m, Baker st, Portmansq March6 Kennedy & Co, Clement’s inn 
Duepaz, Witu14M, Symonstone Hall, Lancs March6 Needham & Co, Manchester 
Forp, Huen Harnis, Newton 8tCyres, Devon Feb 20 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 

Fox, Gzorcz Lays, Bramham, York March1 Farrer & Co, Lincoln's inn fields 
Groves, Joszru, Brighouse, York March1 Furniss, Brighouse 

Mamnapens, Avams, Kingsbridge, South Devon March 6 Mann & Crimp, Essex st, 
Hessietuwaire, Joux, Rotherham, York March9 Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 
Hou, Evtex, Bradford, York March 15 Hutchinson & Sons, Bradford 

oseey~ Manesaes, Bishop Auckland, Durham March 1 J & R W Proud, Bishop 


Levy, Cuan.es, Bayswater March9 Crump & Son, Philpot In 

McDove@at1, Jouy, Stockton on Tees March 1 Thomas & Malkin, Stockton on Tees 
MclIxxes, Joux, Wallasey, Chester March 10 Smith, Liverpool 

Massry, Aupnosz Sere, Stroud, Glous March 25 Price & Sons, Walbrook 

Mavenay, Exrzayxon, Newcastle upon Tyne Feb6 Stewart, Newcastle upon Tyne 
Mixes, Saran, Stratford upon Avon March? Slatter & Co, Stratford upon Avon 
Ococx, Grace, South Brisbane, Queensland Feb 22 Anderson, Ironmonger lane 
Panxer, Bexsautw Barser, Ipswich April 22 Jackaman & Co, Ipswich 

Pearce, Henny, Tavistock, Devon Feb 2i Peter & Son, Launceston 

re Sims, Bessborough st, Westminster March 16 8 Price & Sons, 


Ravrorp, Miss Mancaret, Derby Feb 24 Potter, Derby .- 
River, Mania, Upper Norwood March5 Lamb, Ironmonger lan> 
Semanx, Tuomas Gzonce, Wrotham, Kent, Builder March 1 Stephens & Urmston, 


Tayzor, Carotinz, Colchester March 16 Goody & Son, Colchester 

Tuomursoy, Mancanet, Holystone, Northumbrid Feb1 Percy, Alawick 

Taxzmuert, Susanna, Exeter Feb 20 Sparkes & Co, Crediton 

Twrrcuix, Gzoncs, Kennington Oval Feb 25 Apps & Son, South sq 

Vicxzrs, Percy, Wilmslow, Chester March3 Brett & Co, Manchester 

Wansem Cuartes Epwarp, Wargrave, Berks, Doctor Murch 1 Purchase, Queen Vic- 


st 
‘Wopprrsroos, Axx, Walton on Thames March 8 Tyler, Clement’s inn 
Woppenrsroon, James, Walton on Thames March8 Tyler, Clement’s inn 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 


ar ty Exiza, Islington High Court Pet Jan4 Ord 


N Joux, B le Farmer Boston 
wipet Bob 2 ote. a on 


London Gasetie.— Fatpay, Feb. 5. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Arrox, Jaues Tuomsoy, eens, Auctioneer High 
Court Pet Jani1 Ord Feb 
Barream, Witt14M, Simpaster, ‘Durham, Miner Stockton 
onTees Pet Feb2 Ord 
Bagwick, Joseru, Rushden, oe Boot Manu- 
facturer Northampton Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
out, Glos, Innkeeper Chel- 


Barry, James Henry, 
tenham Pet Feb 2 

Bereman, Farpeetck Marx, Driffield, York, Fruiterer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 

Baort, A.sert, Tamworth, Staffs, Pork Butcher Bir- 
mingham PetJan15 Ord Febi1 

Baooxs, Baanarp, w, Grocer High Court 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 

Baver, the Hon Heyry Niert Cummine, South Ken- 
sington High Court Pet Jan6é Ord Feb2 

Buckinonam, Samugt, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 
2 Ord Feb2 

Burserr, Joseen Matruew Jerome, and Joux Towt, 
er Painters Gt Grimsby Pet Feb2 Ord 


Buaxincuam, Writs, Alton, Hants, Builder Winchester 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Buayvey, Wittiam T'momas, Upper Tooting rd, Builders’ 
Merchant Wandsworth Pet Jan 30 "Ord Jan 30 

Ciarke, Cuantes Leicn, Manchester, Klectrical Kagineer 
Manchester Pet Jan 19 Ord Feb 1 

Coutiss, Hexry Jons, Landport, Hants, Fruiterer Ports- 
mouth Pet Jan19 Ord Febi 

Caourrox, Taomas, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Insurance 


Agent Bolton Pet Feb2 Ord Feb z 
Davies, Ricuarp, Shawbury Heath, Salop, Farmer 
wsbury Pet Feb 2 Feb 2 
Davies; Roperr, Merthyr 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Daviess, Banc, Cymmer, Glam, Watchmaker Carmar- 


Feb1 Ord Feb1 





'e 
Durry, Faawk, Salford, Lancs, Clerk Salferl Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 3 


East, Atrrep, Kingston upon Hull, Tobacconist Kingston 
upon Hall Pet Febl Ord Feb 1 

Eowarps, Artnur Heroert, Leighton Buzzard, Beds, 
Farmer Luton Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Frazer, Taomas Lovett, Worcester, Grocer Worcester 
Pet Jan 27 Ord Jan 27 


Goparp, aaaeee Wicu1am, Tibberton, Worcesters, Farmer | 
Worceste: 


r Pet Jan22 Ord Feb2 
Gaeex, Wit.iam, Hindley, Lancs, Plumber Wigan Pet 
Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
= ~~ Jauts, Newcastle Traveller New- 
castle on ‘Lyne Pet Feb 3 ‘Ora b 38 i 
Hansay, Wititam Gorpos, Birminghasn, Clerk Birming- 
as ais, Aura Top Ord Jan 90 e Bo 
arais, Acraep Ropert, Southampton, Grocer Southamp- 
ton Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Hanwooo, Date, Cardiff, Publican Cardiff Pet Feb 1 
Hepnon, Wicttam Perrsox, My Ly Grocer Stock- 
= beating Foon ag o= Ans an 30 
1eaix, Witttam Hoyer y ty Lancs, Solicitor 
Buraley Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 1 
Horr, Henry Gatrrira, M . Worcs, Boot Dealer Bir- 
Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 
Sones, Jouyx bel ry Chatham, Draper Rochester 


et Jan 20 Ord F 
Hupsos, Percy te Waterloo, Lancs, Limestone 
it Wrexham 


ss Merchant Pet Feb1 ‘Ord Feb 1 
uxraBie, Tom, Chiswick, Draper 
Ord Feb 2 


Jones. Kopert, eeaneate, Carnarvons, 
madoc Pet Fep 2 Feb 2 


Kina, Jouy ceneames, West 
Dealer Pet Feb 1 Ord Febi 


Moreay, Fst 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Nove, Evizaseru,’ Cornwall, Grocer Truro 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 





Brentford teres) 


Labourer Port | 
Anta: —_— at? 2% 
ford, Notts, Pianoforte | Solar om, ~ ‘ 


| 
48, Melton Mowbray, Draper 


Omzarop, Joun, Leominster, Music Dealer Leominster Pet 
P. FO} Ol rei Thames Kingston, Surrey 
, on 
ATP Feb 3, Ord Reb? 
Perritt, » ent sw > capa Engineer Col- 
chester 4, 


eb1 Ord “4 

Paice, Tons Wiustan, 

ler Brom wish oe: Ones 
ee oe Ae Pet Jan 19 Ord 
a ~ Ear rae, ee Baker Shrewsbury 
Ross nw sian ie Ord Lr ‘arberth, Pembrokes, Licensed 

ILLIAM 

Victualler Pembroke D Dock ae ees Ord Fed 1 

Srammues, Coste. a Se Bird Fancier Ports- 
Ord Feb 1 

Srautt, Rossar Ship Broker 


Tuoaas, mag ty ee my BY 


Tivee oe ee eet =, Notts, Greengrocer Nottingham 
Waseem Wigan, Lancs, Collier Wigan Pet Feb 


Warouirr, James, gall eee Po Ok Be nae 
Kingston upon Hull Febd3 Ord 
Pet Feb ne — 


iz Beets a ee 





f 
i 
4 
{ 
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en ere eames ee 
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Brrxox, Evax, Aberdare. ‘Capete "Feb 12 at2 65, 
Merthyr 


st, 
Brooxs, Barwanp, Tig dtumstow, Grocer Feb 12 at 11 
bldgs, Carey st 
ua, Norwich, Grocer Febi3at12 Off 
st, Norwich 
, Merchants Feb 12 at 12 
y bites, Carey st 
omMAS, Farnworth, Lancs, Insurance Agent 
mF eb 16 at 10.30 16, Wood st, Bolton 
Davis, Ricwarp, Shawbury Heath, Balop. 


sah tg 
Caxxon & Co, 
en 


Farmer Feb 


13 at 11.30 Off Rec, 42, St John’s hill, = 
Dennison, Etiza, Islington Feb 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy 


Duxwivoertox, Jonx, Marston, Yorks, ee Feb 16 at 
12.30 Off Rec, '28, Stonegate, Yor 
Dorrtoy, James Jous, West Dra ag Sm Boat Builder Feb 
‘em 


12at3 95, Temple chmbrs, es avenue 
Frazer, Toomas Lovare, Worcester, G rocer Feb 13 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 45, Wi 





st, 
Gipsines, Epwanp Wrusian, Bond court Feb 16 at 12 
Gititmay, Tuomas, Deal, Kent Feb 12at 9.30 Off Rec, 73, 
Castle st, 


ury 
Gray, Epwarp, Gloucester rd, Regent’s Ys Surgeon 
Feb 12 at 2.30 Bankruptcy ‘bldgs. Carey st 
Gazewx, Witt, ae, Lanes, Plumber "Feb 12 at 3 
16, Wood st, Bol 
—_, ALFRED nal Southampton, Grocer Feb 15 at 
Off 4, East st, Southampton 
Havwaxo, W Witla Ex1san, Willenhall, Staffs Feb 15 at 
Ha or T OB Res, Welvehemgten Feb 
yrs, THomas. ey, er ‘eb 26 at 1.30 
Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 
ee, ‘OHN Witutam, Chatham, Draper Feb 22 at 
11.30 115, h st, ester 
Jonrs, Mintarp —— Alfred pl West Feb 12 at 11 


Miturr, Groner, Milford -, 1m Boot Maker Feb 12 at 
2.30 Temperance Hall, Pembroke Dock 

Moroas, Susan Dorcas, Melton type Draper Feb 
12 at 12.30 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st. 

Pemauinatox, THomas ALEXANDER > bean Nottingham, 
Com: Feb 12 at 3.30 Off Rec, 8t 
Peter’s Church 


yo 

Perritt, Henry Barwapas, Col ester, Engineer Feb 12 
at 12.30 Cups Hotel, Colchester 

Pauurs, Wiciram Davin, Haverford west, Auctioneer 
Feb 13 at 2 Castle Hotel, Haverfordwes' 

Rexsz, Taomas, Cound, Salop, Baker Feb. 18 ati2 Off 
Rec, 42, St John’s hill, Shrewsbury 

Roserrs, — Tartor, Macclesfield, Braid Manufac- 
turer Feb 12 at 11 Off Rec, 23, King Edward st, 


nna, Jouw Wiit1am, Horsforth, nr Leeds, Iron Mer- 
Feb 16 at 11 Off Rec, 22, Park row. Leeds 

Rosser, ie ie un, Penarth, Glam, Grocer Feb 16 at 11 
0 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Savipar, Briaos, Ely, ae ce Grocer Feb 12 at 11 
Off Rec, 5, Petty Cury, Cam 

Siater, Tuomas, Beeston, nr Penner Feb 15 at 11 

Rec, 22, Park row, Leeds 

Srocpox, Joun Coie, Clement's rob —— Solicitor Feb 
12at12 Bankru Rides, Care 

Wirkinsox, Dennison, ‘ord, Cabinet Maker Feb 12 
at 12 , 31, Manor row, Bradford 

Witmot, B Sipxry, Tunbridge _— Farmer Feb 12 at 
11.30 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Witsox, Joszru, Wigan, Collier Feb 12 at 3.30 16, Wood 


st, 

Woop, Grorag, mee ham, Joiner Feb Ra at 11 Off 
Rec, St Peter’s walk, Nottinghar 

Youre, Atrrep oe Croydon Fe 17 at 11.30 24, 
Railway app, London Bridge 


Amended notice substituted for oe [penaet in the 
London Gazette o 


CuLtinawortH, CHARLES, ccc _ or Mechanic 
Feb9atil Off Rec, 6, Bond trree, Wakefi efield 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Aumsrnoxe, James, Neath, Glam, Farmer Neath Pet 
Jan8 Ord Feb1 


Bantram, Wit.t1am, Simpaster, Durham, Miner Stockton 
on Tees Feb2 Ord Feb 2 
Bateman, Wiiu1am, Wolfscastle, Pembroke, Farmer Pem-~ 
broke Dock PetJanii Ord Feb1 
Barry, James Hewny, Tewkesbury, Innkeeper Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb 2 Ord Feb2 
Berryereiy, Bauverr, wim ey House Furnisher Not- 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 
Beramay, Faevericx. Marx, Deiffield, Yorks, Fruiterer 
Kingston upon Hull Pet Feb 1 Ord Feb 1 
Buaxety, Tuxorsiivs wore’ sua, Auctioneer 
ton Pet Jan29 Ord Feb 
Brogt, Avsert, Tamworth, Stale, Pork Butcher Bir- 
Pec Jan 15 Ord Feb 3 
Brooxs, Barnarp, Walthamstow, Grocer High Court 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Bucainenau, Sauver, Gt Grimsby Gt Grimsby Pet Feb 
2 Ord Feb2 


Bouryett, Joseru Matrrurw Jerome, and Jonn — L, Gt 
iby, Painters Gt Grimsby Pet Feb Ord 


Bursivonam, Wits, seen, Hants, Builder “Winchester 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 

Cuixcuay, Wititam J na Bournemouth, Builder Poole 
Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 14 


Crarke, CHARLES tron, Newton le W: 
Manchester 


Feb 3 

Cromrrox, samen, Farnworth, nr Bolton, Insurance 
Agent Bolton Pet Feb2 Ord Feb 2 

Da Costa, D C, Thomas st, Grosvenor aq High Court 
Pet Dec5 Ord 


bad 
Davies, Ronerr, , Glam, Builder Merthyr 


Par Jan a9 Ont Ord 


meres 2 ‘Ord Feb2 
Davies, Samuvet, Cymmer, Glam ‘Watchmaker Carmar- 
then Pet Febi Ord Feb1 





Dunst , JOHN, ¥ F Pet 
mmuweron, Joun, Marston, orks, Farmer York - 


Epwarps, ArTaur “Hussusr, Leighton Buzzard, Farmer 
Luton Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Fosgee, Suee psy Worcester Grocer Worcester 
Pet Jan27 Ord Ji 

GILLMAN, "Tnouas, Dea, "ent, Baker Canterbury Pet 
Janis Ord Feb 

sae ee Hindley, Lancs, Plumber Wigan Pet 

Fe 

Hamittoy, rok ee on Tyne, Traveller New- 
castleon Tyne Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Harwoop, Davyiet, nt , Glam, Publican Cardiff 
Pet Jan 26 Ord Feb 

Hesron, Wituiam net ll Whitby, Grocer Sockton on 
Tees Pet Jan30 Ord Jan 30 

Hieorx, Witu1am, Huyrer, Burnley, Solicitor Burnley 
Pet Feb 1 Feb1 

Hott, a King’s Norton, Worcesters, Boot 

Dealer ham Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 3 

w, Manchester, Watchmaker 
* Det ‘an29 Ord Feb1 
— in To, Chiswick, Draper Brentford Pet Feb 2 
eb 2 

Joxzs, Ropert, Penmorfa, Carnarvons, Labourer, Portma- 
doc Pet Feb2 Ord Feb2 

Joszs, Mituarp Ricumoyp, Alfred pl West High Court 
Pet Jan 14 Ord Feb 2 

Laycock, Gzorce Henry, Barnsley, Yorks, Butcher 
Barnsley Pet Jan 12 Ord Feb2 

Miter, Grorer, Milford Haven, Buot Maker Pembroke 
Dock Pet Jani16 Ord Feb1 

Moraax, Susan Dorcas, Melton Mowbray, Draper 
Leicester Pet Feb1 Ord Feb2 

Morais, Caartes Grorce Henry, Easton, St George, 
Glos, Grocer Bristol Pet Jan 30 Ord Feb 2 

Noste, Evtzasera, Constantine, Cornwall, } ved Truro 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 

Nursey, Joay, Burgh le Marsh, Lincs, Farmer Boston 
Pet Feb1 Ord Feb 2 

Parker, Georcr, High Wycombe, Chair Manufacturer 

P Aviary y ied, Ord Feb 1 xi 

‘aton, THomas, Kin; nm on Thames ingston, Surre 

Pet Feb 3 Ord Feb 3 F : 

Pearsox, Rosert, Waketicld, Grocer Wakefield Pet Dec 
30 Ord Feb1 


Pertitt, Hexry_ Barwnasas, Colchester, Engineer Col- 
chester Pet Feb1 Ord Feb1 
Paiurs, Witutam Davin, tates Auctioneer 
o Lge oy 3 Pet oom) 14 Ord a wai 
OWELL, ALBERT VICTOR, y Worcs, onger 
ingham Jan 14 Ord Jan 29 
Price, Jonn Wittiam, Oldbury, Worcs, LTT] Victual- 
ler West Bromwich Pet Feb1 Ord F 
Sitcock, Jounx Atrrep, Warrington, Es wend Warring- 
ton Pet Feb3 Ord Feb3 
Sroxes, Bexsamin, Handsworth, Staffs, Pork Butcher Bir- 
mingham Pet Jan 26 Ord Jan 29 
aa Davin, Liansamlet,Glam Neath Pet Feb 3 Ord 


Tivey, WALTER, ote, Notts, Greengrocer Nottingham 
Wantace Waters, Brighton, Hotel Ma ve 

ALLAC®, WELBYE, ‘o er Brighton 
Pet Dee 3 Ord Feb” ne ae 


Wages aman Wigan, Collier Wigan Pet Jan30 Ord 
e 


Wreeuirt, James, Ki upon Hull, Watchmaker 
w oe upon Hull ~' "Feb a Ord Feb . » 
RIGHT. Gzoner, No ham, Dairyman No’ am 
Pet Feb 3 Ord Pas 7 Kee 
Wrient, James Ricnarp, Watford, — Licensed Vic- 
tualler St Albans Pet Dec9 Ord Jan 30 


ADJUDICATION ANNULLED. 


Srerxey, Antaue St Georce Hersert, Quarndon, Derzby, 
Gent Derby Adjui Aug 11,1892 Annul Jan 27 


London Gasette.—Tunspay, Feb. 9 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Ayre, Marraew Frep, Scunthorpe, Lines, Grocer Gt 
Grimsby Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Bacutey, Josern Morrsrsueap, Halton, Cheshire, Cashier 
Warrington Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Batpwis, EL izapera, e, Radnors, Licensed 
Victualler Leominster Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Beyxtvier, WILLIAM ape. Halifax, Coal Dealer Halifax 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
BroapueaD, Joszra Coxyers, West Garforth, Yorks, 
Leather Merchant Wakefield Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6. 
Broven, Witt1am Henry, West Hartlepool Sunderland 
Pet 3 Ord Feb3 
Bsaown, Georce Fow.ier. Newton Unthank, Leicesters, 
a a BA Le, ee 
uTLER, WILLIAM, on t Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Casenee, ioe a Lancs, Farmer Salford Pet 
Feb 6 el 
Crossiey, Samug., Huddersfield, Shuttle Maker Hudders- 
field Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
Corrrett, Wituiam Henry, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Cowarp, Jonyx, Gosforth, Northumberland, Merchant 
D i ane, Tyne, Fes Feb ¢ Ord Feb < Campden, 
ze Ste RIE, ARRIOT, 
De RE a 
1aBy, Everarp, Sou 
Court PetJan7 Ord Feb2 me 


Hortey, James, 
Manchester 


Dorr, James Rosixsoy, Tottenham, Laundryman Edmon- 
ton Pet Jan8 Ord Feb1 

pen, | Doreen, Cambridge, Farmer Cambridge 

Ganoe, Faayx nS Brid, Dorset, Smith Dor- 
chester Pet Feb4 Pou’ 


Gosye.., ALFRED oat East Leytonstone High Court 
Pet Janil Ord Feb 5 

Sree, Hensert James, Bristol, Coal Merchant Bristol 
Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 

Gunvetacn, H H FP, Distaff In Ry ar st, Fur Merchant 

h Court Pet Jan22 Ord Feb 

as” THA, Bradford Bradford PetFeb6 Ord 

e! 


— 





Hamitroy, bt = | <p Hockeliffe, Beds Luton 


Pet Feb 5 
a ~  y Heavitree, Devon Exeter Pet Jan 2 
Harpy, Witt1am, Stockton on Tees, oy wae Fitter 
Stockton on Tees Pet Feb - Ord Feb 
Hopes, Wituram, and- Rosgerr Fe hana Newcastle on 
a ee Newcastle on Tyne Pet Feb 4 4 


Ord Feb 4 
Menges, gous, Darlaston, Staffs Walsall Pet Jan 19 
4 


rd F 
Hoeem, Js some, pw 5 Fy Ercall, Salop, Innkeeper Madeley 
et 

Hueues, , ad. Wandeworth, Paces Merchant High 
Court Pet Dec 15 Ord Feb 

Jenner, Anrour Herpes, eared High Court Pet 
Dec 21 Ord Feb5 

Kixizy, Taomas, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Feb3 
Ord Feb 3 


'e 
Lucas, Water, Clifton, Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet Feb 
6 Ord Feb 6 


Manroerrs, Groxce, Withington, Glos, Builder Chelten- 
hom Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Martiew, Tuomas, Poolstock, Wigan, Ironmonger Bol- 
ton Pet Feb6 Ord Feb6é 

Moreayx, Tuomas, Newport, Mon Newport, Mon Pe 
5 Ord Feb5 

Normay, Harry Apotpuvs, Liverpool, Portmanteau Manu- 
facturer Live 1 Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Oxpcors, Martis, Broughton in Furness, Lanes, Swille 
Ulverston py Ord Feb 5 

Ogmenop, as NN, x, Music Dealer Leo 
minster et Feb 4 Ord Feb4 

seme * _ &—. Bury, Lancs Bolton Pet Feb 6 On 


6 
Pomeroy, Samvet, Northhill, Cornwall, Blacksmith Ply. 
mouth Pet Feb5 Ord Feb5 
Scuuiz, Rupotrs, Kingston upon Hull Kingston upon 
Hull Pet Feb's Ord Feb 5 


Suita, Eouunp, Cinderfo me Leather Seller Glouces. 
ter Pet Feb6 Ord Fe’ 

Sratuarp, Cuagces Ricnagp, -Shrawiey, Worcesters, Baker 
Worcester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 

Taytor, Witu1am James, Hove, Raion, Builder Brigh- 
ton Pet Jan19 Ord Febé 

Tucker, Ricuarp, jun, Bridport, Dorsets, Solicitor Dor 
chester Pet Jan 26 ‘eb 5 

Tenses Jouy, » Westmrld, Bootmaker Kendal 

et Feb 6 Ord Febé 


Wannex ss jantgat, = : ~ e Store Dealer Ports 
mouth Pet Feb 6 Feb 
Wageen, Joun, Darlington, _ Stockton on Tees 


w ¢ Ord Feb 3 7 
aout Feb AV Carnarvons, armer Bangor 
Pet Feb6 Ord Feb 6 


Wituams, Wittiam Brairnawaire, West Hartlepool, 
or Editor Sunderland Pet Jan 21 Onl 


Youne, “oe Srvart, Didsbury, Lancs, Grey Cloth 
Agent Manchester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 


FIRST MEETINGS. 


Aytox, James Taomas, Whitechapel, Auctioneer Feb 16 
atll bldge, Carey st 

Bacuiey, Josera HEAD, Halton, nr Runcorn, 
Cashier Feb 26 at 10.50. Court house, Upper Bank st, 
Warrington 

Barry, James a Onh Seger, Teake Innkeeper Feb 18 at 
3.30 Coun’ 

Bennett, Henry Marraew, Cifyayd Glam, Boot 
Maker Feb16at12 65, High st Merthyr Tydfil 
Bentiey, WILLIAM ate "Halifax, Coal Dealer Feb® 

atill Off Rec, 
Baapiey, WitttaM, Burley Lancs, Tripe Dealer Feb 2% 
atl icholas st, Burnley 
Brairawaits, Ropert James Lancaster, Draper March 
Preston 


st, 

oe Sane ——- Contractor Feb léat 

Rec, 25, John junderland 

Bruce, ‘The Hon Henry ce Cumaine, South a 
tun Feb 16at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Care 

Bruce, Eowarp Maunsgeut, Abbeyholme, otteuthanl 

‘eb 18 at4 County Court bidgs, Cheltenham 

Buckineuam, Saneut Grimsby Feb 17 at ll Off Reg 
15, Osborne st, Gt yay! 

Burgyincaam, WILLI8, yo ee Builder Feb 17 at 3.15 
Of 4, East st, Bor 

CLARKE, a No 
Rec, St Peter’s church walk, Nottingham 

Crarks, Cuartes Henny, Hampton, Florist Feb 16 at 2.00 
24, Railway app, London Bri 

Crappock, Percy Joseru, Letcombe Bassett, Berks, 
Farmer Feb 18at12 Queen’s Hotel, Reading 

Cuzick, James, j Dudley, General Dealer Yeb 16 at 
10.30 Off Rec, 


Darrern, Frank, ‘Bournemouth, Coal Merchant Feb 17 at 


12.30 Off Rec Offices, Salisbury 


Daron, Eowarp, Bamf Der Feb 16 at — 


y, Innkeeper 
10.15 Off Rec, County ky Market place, Stock- 


port 
Diasy, arena, Sot South Ronsinetoe. one Surgeon Feb | 
16 at 2.30 eo a! bidgs, Care ‘ 
Salf Cierk Feb yet 2.90 Of Ree, — 


Dorr, Feanx 
Byrem st, ‘Manchester 


East, Aivrep, Kingston upar upon a Hull, Tobacconist Feb if 


atll Off Rec, it; e, Hull 
Fuver, Urtas, Wicken, hwy Farmer Feb 17 at 10 Of 
Rec, etty Cury, Cam 


Gapp, Epwarp James, Southport, Grocer Febi7 at 12 Off © 


35, Victoria st, Liverpool 


Py Aveustus "Eowarp, Fulham, Outside Stock- — 
broker 


Feb 16at1l Bankruptcy Dida ye 
March 5 at 2.30° 


GiLLow, ens Preston Off Rec, 14 ~ 
Greaves, James, Newcastle on Tyne, I > iva 
11.30 Off Rec, st, Newcastle on i 
Gazaves, WILLIAM, Publican Feb 19 at 1 
Off 23, King = at, 
Harvsy, 


ILLIAM WARD, Se Se 
Grocer Febit at 2. ¢ Off Reo, pswich 


pton 
Architect Feb 16 at11 Of © 
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Jouzs, Tuomas Pocus, Lianelly, Contractor Feb 17 at 2 

Royal Hotel, Swansea 

Kewxpatu, Osuonp Lexxox. Lostwithiel, Cornwall Feb 16 
at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Kwicut, Peter, Stoke Common, Bucks, Carpenter Feb 16 
at3 95, Temple umaben, Temple avenue 

Loverass, Wacker Frenerick, Pokesdown, Hants, Grocer 
Feb 17 at1 Off Rec, isbury 

MacPunesce, ane Aberystwith, Cardiganshire, Draper 


Feb 18 at ——— Aberystwith 

ary Ectzanera, Constan a pea Grocer Feb 18 
ati Rec, Boscawen st, Tru 

Horesr, Fn Bar le Marsh, ah, Lines, Farmer Feb 25 at 

Off Rec, 48, High st, Bost 

s. ox, Witt1am, Helston, pa Retired Engineer 
Feb 18at 12 Off Ree, Boscawen st, Traro 

PeaTuersouns, Joun Hewry, Pl 
at 11 10, Atheneum trree, 

Pomeroy, Samuzy, Cornwall, Blac ith Feb 17 at 10.30 
10, Athenwum , Plymouth 

Purz, LT, Kensington Feb 1 17 at 12 Bankruptcy bidgs, 

Carey st 


eee, ¢ James, Leven, Yorks, Farmer Pebi8at11 Off 
Rec, Trinity House Hull 

Ross, Tom Faenxcu, Blandford, Dorsets, Bootmaker Feb 
16 at 12.30 Off Rec, Salisbury 

Sacocn, Joux Aurrep, Labourer, Warrington Feb 26 at 
10.45 Courthouse, Upper Bank sat, Wa: 

Srattasp, Cuaries Ricuarp, Shrawley, Worcesters Feb 
18 at 11.30 Off Rec, 45, Copenhagen st, Worcester 
Srerusns, Joux, Liansamlet, Glam, Insurance Agent 
Feb 19 at 12 Off Rec, 31, Alexandra rd, Swansea 
Tuomas, Davip, Liansamlet, Glam Feb 19 at 2.15 Off 

| 


T Warren, Carl ton, Wore Feb 16 at 12 
MOR Ree, cter’e Ghureh — Notti 


Vixce, oe ae Somersham, Suff Dealer Feb 
17 at 11 Off Rec, 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Wettres, Cuantes, Ramsgate, Kent Feb 17 at 2.30 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Wiriamsox, Grores, Lu Beds, Saddler Feb 19 at 
11.30 Off Rec, 1a, St Pa ’s eq, Bedford 

Wareeuitt, James, ore” upon Hull, Watchmaker 


Feb 17 at 11.30 Off Trinity House lane, Hull 
Wnaicut, James Ricuarp, Watford, Licensed Vic- 
tualler Feb 16 at 2.30 Coffee nae High st, Wat- 


ford 
ADJUDICATIONS 


Ayze, Marruew Feep, Scunthorpe, Lincs, Grocer Great 
Grimsby Pet Feb4 Ord Fe 4 

Bacutey, Josern Morrersnzap, Hal nr Runcorn, 
Cashier Leta ag Feb4 Ord Feb 4 

Barwick, Jossrn, . Northam: . Boot 
Manufacturer N m Pet Febi Ord Feb 4 

Bs.., Jonx Groner, South Shields Newcastle on Tyne 
Pet Jani2 Ord Feb4 

Bentitey, Wit11am Hewry, Halifax, Coal Dealer Halifax 
Pet Feb 6 Ord Feb5 

BroaDuEaD, JoserH Conyers, Garworth, York, Leather 
Merchant Wakefield Pet Feb6 Ord Febé 

Baoven, WILLIAM ry West Harti Sunderland 

3 


Pet Feb 3 
Burxiey, Witt1am Tuomas, Upper Tooti rd, Builders’ 
Merchant Wandsworth Pet Jan 30 Feb 3 
h Court Pet Dec2i Ord 


Busu, Henay, Old Jewry 
Feb 5 

Burien, Witiiam, Sou theea, Comfnission Agent Ports- 
mouth Pet Feb4 Gad Bobs 

Cuapman, James, Swinton, Lancs, Farmer Salford Pet 
Feb6 Ord Febé6 

Corrrett, Wiiu14m Heney, Cardiff, Builder Cardiff Pet 
Feb4 Ord Feb4 

Cowarp, Joux, Newcastle B ze Merchant Newcastle 

on Tyne Pet Feb 4 
Davies, Ricnuarp, Shaw Sour Hteath, Salop, Farmer 
Shrewsbury 


Pet Feb 2 “Ord Feb 6 
Durry, Franx, Salford, Lancs, Clerk Salford Pet Feb3 
e 


-— wy Eayest, High Holborn igh Court Pet Dec 
Ord Feb & ne “ 


emf Unias, Wicken, Cambs, Farmer Cambridge 
Pet Feb5 Ord Feb 5 
Somme, ES Frank At, Eeiinett, Dorsets, Smith Dor- 


Pet Feb 
Gatoomer, Aveustus Epwarp, Fulham, Outside Stock- 
broker High Court Pet Jan7 Ord Feb5 
a eT E, Barnstaple High Court Pet 
17 eb 
Goparp, Atrrep Wriiw1am, Tibberton, Worcs, Farmer 
Worcester Pet Jan22 Ord Feb4 
orgs, Banena, Bradford Bradford PetFeb6é Ord 
Hamittoy, Wini1aM : ye Hockeliffe, Beds Laton 
Pet Feb5 Ord Fi 
Hagpy, i Tees, Foreman Fitter Stock- 
ton on Tees Pet Feb 4 Ord Feb 4 
pl cag Joux Witiiam, Chatham, Draper Rochester 
Pet Janis Ord Febé 
Krxiey, Toomas, Swansea, Builder Swansea Pet Feb 3 
Ord Feb 8 
ieee, Waren, Clifton, Beds, Farmer Bedford Pet Feb 


Ord Feb 6 
MacPurnson, James, Aberystwith, Cardigans, Draper 
Aberystwith PetJani9 Ord Feb 4 
Manzeerts, Gzorez, wae Glos, Builder Chelten- 
ham Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 
Monge, 2 Faxpenicn, Brixton High Court Pet Jan6é Ord 


Moneax, Tuomas, Newport, sian, Greengrocer Newport, 


Mon Fet Feb5 Ord Pet 
Mv —, Desaem Leadenhall 2 High Court Pet Nov 13 
5 


Norway, Harry Apo.rnsvus, Liverpool, Por 
ufacturer Liv Pet Feb4 Ord Feb4 
, Cornwall, Blacksmith 


Pomsroy, Sauvgy, Ni 

mouth ‘Pet Feb 5 Ord Feb 6 
Reem Wiis James, N i 

Victualler Pembroke Jan 18 Ord Feb 6 


Pembrokes, Licensed 


Ropert Freperiox, Gt eal 4, Bele High 
Court, Pet No Nov 4 Ord Feb 4 —- 

Scuut.z, Rupours, Kingston Kingston upon 
Huil Pet FebS Ord Feb 

on = East Dean, Glos, Leather Seller Glouces- 

Feb3 Ord Feb6 
emma Cuances Ricnarp, ie. Worcesters, Baker 
Worcester Pet Feb4 Ord Feb 4 


‘Tonman, Jous, Reni, Westmrid, Bootmaker Kendal Pet 


Warsow, Joux, Darlington, Fireman Stockton on Tees 
Pet Feb3 Ord Feb 3 

Ware, A.srrr Coal Merchant Poole 
Pet Dec 21 Ord Feb 

Wegenen e Dave, eae: Carnarvons, Farmer Bangor 


Wisor, B cane hee Kent, Farmer Tan- 
Wells Pet 


Nov 27 





Youwe, Avexanper Srvart, Lanes, Grey Cloth 
Manchester Pet Feb 4 Feb 4 
All letters intended for publication in the 


** Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 

Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 

cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 

age, 58s. WEEKLY REPORTER, i wrapper, 
26s. 6d.; by Post, 288. 6d. Soxicrrors’ 

JOURNAL, 26s. 6d. ; by Post, 28s. 6d. Volwmes 
bound at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law 
calf, 5e. 6d. 





ONEY.—LONDON and WESTMIN- 





“LAW NOTES’’ LENDING LIBRARY 


for PRACTITIONERS and STUDENTS. 
et eipanpan books sent by Parcel Post. 


Son Komneeaie, 7 , Lapnanuay, “Law <a ” me a 


LAW PARTNERSHIPS & SUCCESSIONS. 
For Vacancies in Town and , or for Introduc- 
tions to Gentlemen apply to 


J. BARCOURT SMITH, 
Partnership Agent and Law Costs Draftsman. 
63, Chancery-lane. 
3.B.e—MORTGAGE SECURITIES WANTED. 


ADAME TUSSAUD’S EXHIBITION, 








i 


celebrated 
en. till 10 ater nae snk erens, ceenek's Rxhinition. 


fhe rt ZOOLOGICAL ce OPEN. DAILY 


a m= Te Sy | Lion 
sented by C. “A: Saborne, Bn ands Klipepringer Aatlope 





THE MOST NUTRITIOUS COCOA. 


EPPS’S 


IGRATEFUL—COMFORTING. 


COCOA 


WITH FULL NATURAL FLAVOUR. 








MAPLE & CO 


FURNITURE 
——SS= 


MAPLE & OO. FIT 
for P OFFIC 


OFFICES 
BANKS 
BOARD 
ROOMS 
FIRST 
CLASS 


FURNITURE 


Tottenham Court-road, London, W. 
BRAND & COS 
SPECIALTIES 
For INVALIDS. 


ESSENCE OF BEEF, 
BEEF TEA, 
MEAT JUICE, &e., 


from finest ENGLISH MEATS 
Of ali Chemists and Grocers. 


BRAND & 00, MAYWATE, W. & MAYFAIR WORKS, 
LONSDALE PRINTING WORKS, 
LONSDALE BUILDINGS, 21, CHANCERY LANE. 
ALEXANDER & SHEPHEARD, 


PRINTERS and PUBLISHERS. 
BOOKS, PAMPHLETS, MAGAZINES, 


NEWSPAPERS & PERIODIOALS. 
And all General and Commercial Work. 


Every description of Printing—large or small. 
Printers of THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAI, Newspaper. 
and . 
Authors cbrtesd i a8 to Printing Publishing. 
Contracts entered into. 
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PROBATE VALUATIONS 
JEWELS AND SILVER PLATE, te. 


SPINK & SON, Guineanen AND Sin, 17 anv 18, Prccapmiy, W., and at 1 anp 2, 


Gracscuuncu-strezt, Connxtti, Lonpon, E.O. 


, beg respectfully’ to announce that they ACCURATELY 


aprraiss the above for the Lucat Prorrssion ‘or purcHass the sams for cash if desired. Estab- 


lished 1772 


Under the patronage of H.M. The Queen and H.S.H. Prince Lowis Battenberg, K.C.B. 





ESTABLISHED 1851. 


BIRKBECK BANE 
Soathamgtes-beaings, 


pe London. 
INTEREST allowed 
ACCOUNTS, on the 


monthly balances, when not drawn below £100. 
8 purchased and sold. 


TWO-AND-A-HALF 
on ee ae on F aomea 


STOCKS and 
SAVINGS DEPA Derae 


ARTMENT. 
For the encouragement of Thrift the Bank receives small 
—o a and allows Interest monthly on each 
completed £1. 


BIRKBECK BUILDING SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A HOUSE 
YOR TWO GUINEAS PER MONTH. 
BIRKBECK FREEHC:.D LAND SOCIETY. 
HOW TO PURCHASE A PLOT OF LAND 
FOR FIVE SHILLINGS PER MONTH. 
ALMAN. 


The 
post free. FRANCIS RA 


THE COMPANIES ACTS, 1862 TO 1890. 


7 pe ieee 


Se a SUee oo te | 








The BOOKS and FORMS kept in stock for immediate 
use. 
MEMORANDA and ARTICLES OF ASSOCIATION 


in the form for and 
FICATES, DI DEBENTURES 


ecibiten SHARE 
SHALS designed and ie 8 Share ein” 


Solicitors’ "Account Books. 


RICHARD FLINT & 6CO., 


Stationecs, Printers, Engravers, Registration Agents, 
49, FLEET-STREET, LONDON, E.O. (corner 
of Serjeants’ - inn). 

Annual and other Returns Stamped and Filed. 


EDE AND SON, 


ROBE 9 gfeib MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 
To Her jesty, the Lord Chancellor, the Whol: th 
Juticel Bench, 2 Bench, Corporation of London, &e. aioe 
ROBES FOR QUBEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 
npc egg GOWNS. 
wns for Registrars, Town 
wv Te and Olerke of the Peace 
Corporation Robes, University and Clergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 


RIENT COMPANY’S YACHTING 
ee ye i UUBITANIA,” 8,77 ge 8 3,876 
pad) new Radi ‘ 
Biory, P. ’ i 
a, | OILY —a and Eorpr, leaving 
For Sourx or a Grezcez, Guamemeenen, &e., leay- 
ing March 31. ing May 


For Portuagat, Morocco, Gonenea, y_Seene, and Sicrty, 
leaving April 21, returning May 29. 


electric hot and = 
String band, light, Be cold baths, high 








Managers: F. Green & Co. ; Anderson, Anderson, & Co. 
Head Offices : Fenchurch-avenue. 


For passage to the latter firm at 5, Fenchurch- 
ry mew 1 or to the West-End Branch Office, 





| 





PATENTS and TRADE-MARKS. 


W. P. THOMPSON & CO., 
322, High Holborn, W.C. 

(and at Lrverroot, Mayxonesrer, and Bramincnan), 
LONDON and INTERNATIONAL AGENTS of Pro- 
vincial and Foreign SOLICITORS in 
PATENT matters. 

Regremtatine in all com. 


M.W. EDGLEY, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgiley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st, 
AMERICAN ROLL TOP DESKS. 
M. W. Edgley, 40 & 41, Fleet-st. 


PROF. A. LOISETTE’S 
ASSIMILATIVE MEMORY SYSTEM. 


The last, most complete and perfect edition. 
| Speaking without Notes. M Wandering Cured. 
Indispensable in preparing for Examinations. 
Handsomely bound, a gg ae oa _——— ne 
| $2.50 American, 10s. ish. Prospectus, with 
opinions of Educators, Scientific, Professional and Business 
en all over the world FREE.—Address, A. LOISETTE, 
237, Fifth Avenue, New York, or 200, Regent-st., London: 
Not Sold elsewhere. 





Canes Se OF INEBRIETY. 


DALRYMPLE HOME, 
RICKMANSWORTH, HERTS. 

For Gentlemen, under the Act and privately. 
For Terms, &c., apply to 
R. WELSH BRANTHWAITE, 

Medical Superintendent. — 


TREATMENT of INEBRIETY and ABUSE of DRUGS. 


HIGH SHOT HOUSE, 

ST. MARGARET'S, TWICKENHAM, 

For Gentlemen under the Acts and privately. 
2} to 4 Guineas. 


Apply to Medical Superintendent, 
F. BROMHEAD, B.A., M.B. (Camb.), M.R.C.S. (Eng.) 


INEBRIETY. 


MELBOURNE HOUSE, LEICESTER 
PRIVATE HOME FOR LADIES. 

Medical Attendant: CHAS. J. BOND, F.R.C.8. Eng. 

L.R.C.P. Lond. Principal: H. M. RILEY, Asscc. Soc 

Study of Inebriety. Thirty years’ bag empent Excellent 


and Medical References. For terms and particulars 


apply Miss RILEY, or the Principal. 


Established 16 years. 
NTEMPERANCE.—Ladies suffering from 
Seo eects of Setemgunese ov Sam Se. on of 


provided for with ort and security. = pel 
Tre Secretary, ST. R Us. Woodside, 


THE REVERSIONARY INTEREST SOCIETY, 
LIMITED 
(EstasLtisusp 1888), 
Purchase Reversi in Real and Personal 


Interests 
and Life Interests and Life Policies, and 
Advance "Money upon these Securities. 
Paid-uy Share lend Debenture Capital, £613,725. 
17, KING'S ARMS YARD, COLEMAN STREET, 
LAW COURTS BRANCH: 


S U N 40, CHANCERY LANE, W.C. 


INSURANCE OFFICE. 
Founded 1710. 
A. W. COUSINS, District Manager. 


SURED im 1895, £390,776 000. 





Terms, 











E.C. 








R. E. H. BEDFORD (Author of the ‘ 


nter 4 

2 lope ger pte Wheat and mene 7 
Examinations at aa An 

* : 4 


tumetiote, £4 4s. for whole period. Postal ‘Classes a : 
usual.—(Present) Address, y or by letter, re 
Arbour-square, Stepney, 


R. C. SPURLING, B.A. (Oxford), First First ~ 
Class Hi Honours in B.C.L., late Scholar a 

Christ Church, we to PREPARE for all 

Examinations by Der. Ev . 

Latest Successgs.—In the i 
~ — oe 1895, Mr. C. 8 ceng gent up 24 pupils © 
Constitutional Law, of whan 16 pied ot at st atlemgt | 
io. w, of whom a a $ 

15 in Roman Law, all of whom first trial. ' 

Address, 1l, New-court, *s-inn Ww. Cc, 


M®. F. F. MONTAGUE, LL. B., , Soliciton, | 

continues to Prepare for the Solicitors’ Final a 
ediate Examinations only; fees half dependent 

a oor 


7 ara apply personally or by letter, 
Bedford-row, C. : a 


AW.—An old-established firm of London 

pay anne pty ty Solicitor oof. cae selia 
44, Chancery-lane, W.C. 

Lv <— Wented, | a Young Getienet sme 
Work. apply, Ph » 23, s, Hasex-etrest, Stran Strand. 
WANIED and law non 
letter only, RurLanp, 69, Chancery-lane, W 3 
A SOLICITOR, having a near practice 


willing ¢ Liverpool and elsewhere, wishing 
willing to dispose of same with La me Onlice Fi 
&c., on terms to be mutually Thi 
opportunity for a young man desirous 
wn account. Ad 














immediately, 
Common 








pmzcTon wanted at once for new and ~ 
thoroughly sound home mining industry ; qualifica- © 
tion, £500 ; feea,, £100; solicitor can also be cca tiedall if 
= a opie .— Address, Compaxy, at Horncastle’s, 61, © 





0 SOLICITORS, Property Owners, &c.—_ 
‘Wanted, for special "tund, h-class Shop 
in London or suburbs; cash, £15,000 ; 5 eines, 
quarter; rentals not not under £60 per each.— 
Leas Gorpon, & Mason, 38, On B bond stench, Ww. 


OSTS in Faby: nage Drawn and Settled © 
y a gen ‘t extensive experience) af 
department in large firm of solicitors; highest oe ae 
given.—C., Housekeeper, 83, Can » City, E.C. 


GOLICITORS and Others desiring s,s | 
Securities as Mortgagees on Freehold ont i 








Amounts ready to be invested and interest required to 
— CooreR ‘& Sr. Pres, aed, Heh and Surveyors, © 


way hgate, N. 


Ri TS COLLECTED from 2 per cent, | 
weekly or otherwise, Town or Country, for Solicitors, © 
or Building Societies, by Mr. Burazss, 28 and 30, © 
ennington-lane. (Estb. 1851.) Bankers’ references. 


CLERKS.—A Premium paid for intro- 
ductions to Rent Collecting, House Agency Business © 
©: = Firm.—Address, in confidence, Inkerman Lodge, © 














ONVEYANCING. —hertahip denied, by 

Advertiser; many years’ experience Office ; 

first class references.— - Wi" Bolicitors’ J Socreal 2, 
Chancery-lane, W.C. 


(‘HE DENE, Caterham, Surrey Hills,” 
500 feet above sea ; endid air and water.—Revy. 
Crostanp Fenton, M . Coll., Camb., takes a few 


Bo: Brilliant hono' 
ys. ae list. Games, mes, cycling. 
jes of the ‘Solicitors’ 


ye Journal ” Nov. 9, 1895; 6d. each will be 
paid for sam at the Office, 27, Chancery-Lane, W.C. 


LONDON SADEESS ‘ ; 

LONDON COUNTRY. ADVERTISEMENT 

OFFICE. No. 117, CHANCERY LANE, FLEET 
od GREEN, Advertisement 
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